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CHAPTER I 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
Purpose of the Study 
The Management Development Program at Thayer Academy is a 
training program in Human Relations, including Basic and Advanced 
Courses for supervisors in industry and business. The program 
makes available professional training leadership outside the company 
at a center accessible to a variety of industrial and business 
enterprises. This study is an attempt to evaluate the Basic Course 
of the Management Development Program. The principal effort of the 
research is a before-and-after evaluation of the Basic Course through 
comparisons of data collected for experimental and control groups, 
identified as trainees and non-trainees. 
Before-and-after periods of the study refer to the administration 
of the evaluation techniques at three intervals: Pretraining, Post-
training I and Posttraining II. 
Analyses of the experimentation are made on the basis of the 
data collected by: 
a questionnaire 
a test 
a rating scale 
interviews 
Limits of the Study 
The research is confined to an attempted evaluation of the Basic 
Course presented from October to March inclusive, 1954-1955· Sessions 
-1-
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were held one night a week, two hours each, for a term of twenty weeks 
and a total of forty hours. 
Included in the study groups are first-level foremen or super-
visors registered for the Basic Course by company management which 
approved participation in the research. Supervisors at other manage-
ment levels or from enterprises which did not meet the criteria for 
participation, were excluded. 
The evaluation is not limited to a knowledge of what was 
included in this course, but also attempts to get at actual changes in 
the supervisorts or foremants need for training in terms of self 
appraisal, and appraisal by others. No intent is implied in the re-
search to generalize or interpret the findings with regard to all 
supervisors enrolled in the Basic Course or even to the total Manage-
ment Development Program. 
The Importance of Human Relations Training 
Since World War II the basis for many supervisory training 
programs in the conceptual area of human relations has been the Job y 
Relations Training Courses developed by the Training Within Industry 
organization of the War Manpower Commission. The services of this 
organization grew out of!emergency conditions which existed in the 
nation's industries and among the large number of new war materials 
plants which were created during 1940 to 1944. Of the four principal 
!/The Training Within Industry Report, 1940-1945, War Manpower Commission, 
Bureau of Training, Training Within Industry Service, Washington, D. c., 
September 1945, Superintendent of Documents, U. s. Government Printing 
Office, Washington, D. c., pp. 204-222. 
"J" progra.ms initiated by TWI, Job Relations Training was designed to 
meet the needs of new supervisors without previous training or experi-
ence in handling the human situations under their charge. Prior to 
the war there had been no precedent for JRT and relatively few companies 
had shown concern with this training phase of .management. Its impor-
tance, however, was demonstrated by the fact that more than 250,000 
supervisors came under the influence of the JRT program within a year 
of its availability in February 1943. One of the most important 
achievements of TVIT has been the acceptance of training by industries. 
The JRT program in particular has been a strong influence on the 
widespread development of supervisory training programs in the area of 
human relations as evidenced by the considerable amount of business 
and industrial literature in recent years. 
In todayts working population, one out of every ten employees is y 
engaged in some sort of supervisory position. Of these, the foremen 
or supervisors of first-line production groups are considered key 
figures in the maintenance of worker morale, in the interpretation and 
effectiveness of company policies, and in the efficient operational 
practices within departments. 
Good human relations in direct day-by-day contact with workers 
is vitally important to top-level management. Through efforts to 
improve inter-personnel on-the-job relationships, many companies, large 
1/John M. Pfiffer, The Supervision of Personnel, Prentice-Hall, Inc. 
1951, P• 403. 
3 
and small, have turned to supervisory training programs. It is of 
such increasing concern that formal in-plant training programs have y 
nearly doubled since 1939. Similarly, human relations training 
agencies providing services to industry and business have flourished. 
Large firms tend to develop extensive custom-built training 
sessions. Some employ visiting members of college and university 
faculties on a consulting basis. Others tum to agencies or training 
centers outside the company. Small companies, principally because of 
their size, rely upon agencies which may provide publication material or 
4 
consultation services. It is not unusual for industrial or business enter-
prises to supplement in-plant methods with accessible training without. 
The content of mos~ training can be classified in four categories: 
(a) Training in the skills and technical knowledge of the departments 
which management may deem suitable for specific supervisory assign-
ments; (b) Training in company policies, their genesis, administration, 
and interpretation; (c) Training in the general economics of the 
business and the production procedures; (d) Training in human relations 
know-how of supervision. 
For the most part, the inherent content of the first three 
categories is directly related to the peculiar aspects of individual 
enterprises. Consequently, courses in these areas tend to be custo~ 
designed for in-plant dissemination. The fourth, training in human rela-
tions know-how, is the major objective and the primary interest of manage-
ment, which recognizes that it is a governing influence upon work output. 
!/Personnel Practices in Factory and Office. Studies in Personnel 
Policy, No. 88, National Industrial Conference Board, New York, 1948, 
Table 182, p. 37. 
A number of studies made during and after World v'lar II, including 
the well publicized Hawthorne Studies at the Western Electric Company, 11 
substantiated this postulate. Research in the Air Craft industry during 
the wa~ indicated that, despite external disruptive influences of 
military activity, successful supervisors possessed an understanding of 
. y 
the human relationships of their work. Increasing importance is placed 
upon the human relations areas in the training plans of many companies. 
Of this, Roethlisberger writes: 
In the last decade heavy stress has been placed on 
the need for a bette~ understanding of human relations on 
the part of supervisors, foremen, office managers, or 
others whose role it is to supervise men and women at 
work. As a result, training programs designed to teach 
supervisors how to deal with people at work have become 
increasingly popular. :JI 
The need is even more pressing today, principally because of the 
prolonged, partial mobilization superimposed upon the normal productive 
grov~h with its requiremertts for greater labor output and productivity. 
The rise and influence of .the modern labor .movement demands greater 
supervisory abilities in the handling of workers and managements 
sensitive to the significance of human relations training. Furthermore, 
the rapid development of mechanized operations in production focuses 
attention upon the explicit goals of improved personnel morale to the 
!±/ 
end that work levels continue high. 
1/J. F. Roethlisberger, et al, Management and the Worker, Harvard 
University Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1942, p. 206. 
YElton Mayo and George F ~ F. Lombard, Teaai\t'lork and Labor Turnover in 
the Aircraft Industry of Southern California, Harvard Business School, 
Division of Research, Business Research Studies, No. 32, 1944. 
2/Kenneth R. Andrews, et al, Human Relations and Administration~ Harvard 
University Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1951. F. J. Roethlisberger, 
Training Supervisors in Human Relations, p. 175. 
~J. M. Pfiffer, Op. Cit., P• 401. 
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Not only are plant executives aware of the importance of human 
relations training, but also it is of interest to observe that foremen 
and supervisors themselves rate good human relationship of first y 
importance when describing successful supervision. This points the 
way to the conclusion that top-level management and supervisory per-
sonnel, both, are concerned with the importance of the development of 
abilities in interpersonal relationships on the job. 
It may be stated that whatever training is needed and is made 
available to supervisory employees, the content thereof having to do 
with human relations is of primary importance. 
The Management Development Program at Thayer Academy 
The Management Development Program conducted at Thayer Academy, 
Braintree, Massachusetts, is an out-of-plant, supervisory training pro-
gram. Its principal objective, since inception, has been to provide 
training in human relations for supervisory personnel in industry and 
6 
business. This description of the Management Development Program includes: 
(a) a purview of the program; (b) a topic outline of the course content. 
A Purview of the Program. The purpose and program was the outcome 
of an informal meeting in the summer of 1950 of several South Shore plant 
managers, who suggested that there was a need for such training among many 
of the companies. Programs in human relations training, in their opinion, 
were not readily accessible and most plants were without such training. 
A pilot session was jointly sponsored by Thayer Academy and the Quincy 
Chamber of Commerce. Organization and operation began in the fall of 
1/0pinion Research Corporation, The Public Qpinion Index for Industry, 
Vol. XII, No. 5, May 1954, P• 8. 
1950. Nine companies enrolled forty men in the initial two-hour weekly 
schedule of eight weeks. "Human Relations Problems in Industry" was the 
selected topic for the initial meetings. Upon completion of the first 
sessions, an additional eight-week continuance was arranged by request 
of the participating companies. 
The obvious approval of the first effort resulted in the establish-
ment of a Planning Board, composed of plant and personnel managers. 
Subsequent expansion of the program resulted in two divisions - Basic 
and Advanced. Each division or course met once a week for twenty weeks. 
The weekly sessions were two hours in length. 
It is the purpose of the Planning Board to provide the trainees 
with expert leadership, with sound theoretical training, and broad 
practical experience. The group leadership staff is drawn from industry 
and from college or university faculties. Some are professional con-
sultants; others are full-time employed personnel holding .managerial 
positions. The abilities of the program leaders reflect broad experience 
in the field as well as in the training of foremen and supervisors. 
In four years of operation more than three hundred men and women 
in supervisory capacities have completed the Basic Course and one hundred, 
the Advanced Course. Fifty-six companies have enrolled employees in one 
or both during this time. 
The subject material for the Management Development Program is 
confined to a few selected topics. The Planning Board's criterion for 
topic selection is their judgment of need for training within the 
broad area of human relations. Delimiting the range to apparent local 
needs, the topics selected over the four years for the Basic Course -
7 
the principal concern of this stuqy - included: 
Problems of Industrial Relation 
Personnel Communication Methods 
Industrial and Business Legislation 
Industrial Safety Problems 
Foremanship Fundamentals and Factory Supervision 
Management and Labor Relations 
* Human Relations in Industry 
* Communications Problems in Industry 
* How Our Business Society Operates 
* Conference Leadership Techniques 
Four of the topics, identified by the * above, comprised the 
subjects for the Basic sessions of the fifth year during which the y 
research data were collected and analyzed. Several of the topics were 
repeated frequently. The four topics presented during the period of 
the study, each of which had been a part of the courses presented over 
the years, were: Hwnan Relations in Industry, five years; How Our 
Business Society Operates and Communications Problems in Industry, the 
last three years. Conference Leadership Practices was included for the 
first time in 1954· Three of the four topics, therefore, had been, for 
the most part, regular content material. 
Several methods of presentation were employed by the group leaders 
as demanded by the variety of topics covered. Among the most common 
was the first-hour-lecture and second-hour-discussion-and-conference 
technique. Role-playing methods and audiovisual aids also were used 
commonly. Though no actual appraisal was made of the several methods, 
case studies were apparently popular with both the leader and the trainees. 
A brief review of the overall schedule will provide insight to 
attempts at orientation for higher echelon management and the session 
leaders. Two weeks prior to the first class, top management of South 
1/Exhibit I 
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Shore enterprises are invited to a dinner-discussion meeting with the 
group leaders. At that time, the leaders outline their subject content 
and procedures, and answer queries. Immediately following, they confer 
among themselves, having in .mind the scope, interrelation, and over-
lapping aspects of their topics. Thus, to some degree, managerial 
personnel are .made aware of the methods and material proposed. By the 
same token, the leaders are acquainted with management's thinking in 
each area. 
The final meeting is a dinner assembly of the trainees, members of 
their plant .managerial staff, and the group leaders. On this occasion, 
it is customary for a participating company top executive to summarize 
pertinent information regarding the training. At the close, the · 
trainees are presented certificates as evidence of having completed 
this program. 
A Topic Outline of the Basic Course Content. The content of the 
topics is outlined for the trainees at the beginning of the instruction 
in that area. At the first .meeting for each topic, three of the group 
leaders supplied mimeographed outline forms and the fourth presented a 
verbal outline. All group leaders stressed the point that individual 
.members of the class were at liberty to suggest areas of discussion or to 
present cases pertinent to the question. Frequently the content is related 
to problems of direct concern to the participants. To some extent the 
flexibility of the topics allowed the detailed content to be developed as 
the instruction progressed. The general outline of the .material for the 
Basic Course included the following topics: 
9 
HUMAN RELATIONS IN INDUSTRY 
A. Types of Behavior 
1. The habitual fighter 
2. The habitual givel'-inner 
3. The habitual avoider 
4. The habitual co-operator 
B. Discipline and Disciplining 
1. Regulations, Policies 
2. Prepare to establish and maintain conditions 
3. Systematic Maintenance of conditions 
4. Steps in handling a series of infractions 
(a) Prepare 
(b) Analyze 
(c) Handle 
(d) Evaluate 
( e} Maintain 
COMMUNICATIONS AND INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS PROBLEMS IN INDUSTRY 
A. Check list of supervisory practices and opinions. 
B. Contrast between a mechanical and a psychological 
model of communications. 
c. Analysis and evaluation of data received by using 
the check list of supervisory practices and opinions. 
D. The "incident processtt as a practical way of 
analyzing cases and centering attention on 
communications problems. 
E. A practical demonstration of the !tincident process". 
F. Understanding as a condition for success in order 
giving. 
G. Report writing. 
H. Managementts responsibility for effective 
communication. 
I. Evaluation of results and planning for the future. 
10 
HOW OUR BUSINESS SYSTEM OPERATES 
A. Organization of a business. 
B. Accom...olishments of our system. 
C. Competition - production, output, costs. 
D. Our freedoms in terms of living standards. 
CONFERENCE LEADERSHIP TECHNIQUES 
A. Fundamentals of conference leadership. 
B. Qualities of a good leader. 
c. Administrative tools of management. 
D. Group organization. 
E. Problem areas of management. 
F. Policies, procedures, and rules. 
G. Communications. 
H. Co-operation. 
I. Methods improvement. 
J. Standards of work performance. 
K. Evaluating employees. 
L. Maintaining discipline. 
M. Group leadership practices. 
N. Supervisory leadership. 
Conference Leadership Techniques of the Advanced Course was sub-
stituted for Management and Labor Relations in the Basic Course. This 
change occurred as a result of the discussions between the group leaders 
and management representatives at the orientation dinner meeting. At 
that time it appeared the content, here, was more suitable to the needs 
11 
of the supervisors. 
To summarize, it can be stated that the Management Development 
Program is an out-of-plant training program in human relations for 
supervisory personnel. It consists of an extended period of twenty 
weeks, and forty hours of expert training leadership. A Planning 
Board of industrial and business executives assists 1vith its direction 
to meet the particular needs of local companies. The content of the 
Basic Course includes the four broad areas of: Human Relations in 
Industry; Communications Problems in Industry; How Our Business Society 
Operates; and Conference Leadership Techniques. 
In Chapter II, the survey of research literature emphasizes the 
need for evaluation studies particularly at the first-level of super-
vision. Evaluation techniques are noted as applied to the general 
supervisory training investigations. 
. . ;.~~ 
CHAPTER II 
Review of the Literature on Evaluations of Human 
Relations Training Programs for Supervisors in Industry 
Need For Evaluation 
Only in recent years have leadership phenomena been investigated 
scientifically. Emphasis upon traits and interactional concepts, 
however, has dominated the systematic inquiries into these phenomena. 
y 
Studies have been carried on identifying various social environments 
in which leadership functions, climatic situations of good or poor 
leadership, and leadership qualities in different functional environ-
:# 
ments. Some research involved the effects of certain types of 
Jl 
leadership, while others have been concerned with group reactions 
to various types of leaders. Although many investigations have been 
made in different directions, by comparison, however, relatively few 
have been concerned with systematic examination of the outcomes of 
training for leadership responsibilities with particular referenc~ to 
industry or business • 
. Surveys of personnel activities after World War II and the pub-
lications of industries and businesses indicate that increasing numbers 
1(R. M. Stogdill, Personal Factors Associated with Leadership: A Survel 
of the Literature, Journal of Psychology, XXV, January 1948, PP• 35-71. 
g/w. 0. Jenkins, A Review of Leadership Studies with Particular 
Reference to 1filitary Problems, Psychological Bulletin, XLIV, January 
1947, PP• 54-79. 
lfK. Lewin, R. Lippett and R. K. ~~te, Patterns of Aggressive Behavior 
in ExperimentalbY Created Social Climates, Journal of Social Psychology, 
X, May 1939, PP• 271-299. 
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of companies are concerned with the hwnan relations management skills 
of supervisors. Formalized supervisory training programs in the 
conceptual area of human relations have been developed to a consider-
able extent in an attempt particularly to strengthen the first-level 
supervisor's ability to adjust to the more complex structure of 
employee-management relations. As the emphasis on this aspect of 
training has heightened, it seems that the need for evaluating the 
instructional outcomes in terms of improved understanding of human 
relations problems· and industrial management skills has become more 
pronounced. y 
Early in the experience of the Training Within Industry 
program, it was recognized that what was really helpful to the first-
line supervisor must be given the most weight in the Job Relations 
Training Courses specifically oriented to supervisory human relations 
management activities. 
During the latter years of TVIT's existence, the most frequent 
demands of the organization were for assistance in measuring outcomes 
of all of its programs, including JRT. Although limited experiments had 
been .made to evaluate certain phases of the TVI}l programs, it was re-
ported that there was a great need in all of the job training areas 
for extensive research purposely designed to evaluate results in terms 
of effects as seen by the operating and production personnel, as well 
as results in terms of training methods. The TWI e:xperience also em-
phasized the need for establishing better measurement methods. 
1(Training Within Industry, op. cit., p. 263. 
In 1951, the Foremanship Foundation examined training programs 
for supervisory personnel in 200 industries and businesses. The survey 
report points up the fact that publications dealing with training pro-
grams at the supervisory level are legion. On the other hand, the con-
clusion is made that there are practically no attempts to evaluate the y 
outcomes of the programs. Bird reports for the Foremanship Foundation 
that a vast amount of time and effort of personnel departments is 
occupied with training, but relatively little in testing or analyzing 
the effects. He concludes that the findings of the survey indicate a 
need for scientific testing techniques, not only of knovJledge, but of 
attitudes and opinions of both supervisors and those being supervisedo 
"Before and After" investigation should become standard procedure and 
an integral part of the instructional program. Research literature fre-
quently includes references to the dearth of evaluation material. It 
seems that there exists an essential need to know what is being accom-
plished and how those results are made permanent. 
Evaluation Studies 
Notwithstanding the seeming lack of extensive evaluation studies, 
the famous progressive research program of the Western Electric Company 
at its Hawthorne plant marks the beginning of a series of serious ex-
perimental studies by a major company. As early as 1927, Western 
Electric undertook an experimental project focused on working conditions 
and their effects upon the various human inter-relations of management 
and the workers. In the early stages, the inquiries were directed 
1/Dillard E. Bird, Survey of Economic Education, February 1952, 
Dayton, Ohio, PP• 53-56. 
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primarily toward such variables as pay, temperature, illumination and 
physical conditions. Inevitably, as the e~eriments progressed from 
one development to another under the guiding influence of earlier 
results, the expanded inquiry into the human reactions of e~loY,ees 
involved supervision. A new type of supervisory training emerged in 
1929 based upon employee interviews, the purpose of which was specifi-
cally designed to improve employee-management relations. The experi-
ences and findings at the Hawthorne plant over the ensuing twelve years 
culminated in the publication of Management and the Worker, by J. F. 
11 
Roethlisberger, et. al. Utilizing non-directive interview techniques, 
results of that phase of the studies relating to the training of 
supervisors indicated perceptible improvement in supervision according 
to the three sources: comments of employees, testimony of supervisors, 
and conference discussions. These improvements were manifested by a 
growing spirit of open-mindedness and a tendency to be less dogmatic. 
Conclusions confirmed that improved manner of supervision resulting 
from training was related to improved worker morale. Additionall-y, the 
studies showed that worker satisfaction and resultant full cooperation 
in the productive process were related to management's recognition of 
the worker as a responsible human being. 
In contrast to Roethlisbergerts non-directive interview methods, y 
Katzell reports an evaluation study on the basis of a test. This 
1/J. F. Roethlisberger, et. al., op. cit., P• 59. 
!:/Raymond A. Katzell, Testing a Training Program in Hwnan Relations, 
Personnel Psychology, Vol. I, 1948, P• 319-326. 
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experiment v.as undertaken to improve understanding of human relations 
on the part of experienced supervisors and to measure the outcomes in 
terms of differential analysis of File-Remmers How Supervise? test 
scores before and after training. Instruction involved industrial 
psychology topics conducted by .llBans of a series of conferences. The 
evaluation procedures consisted of the administration of alternate 
test forms. Mean scores on the subtests and total proved to be substan-
tially higher toward the end of instruction, with greater gains .made by 
those who had lower scores initially. The investigation suggested that 
17 
the specific supervisory instruction to which the subjects were exposed was 
effective in improving experienced supervisors' understanding of human 
relations problems. Katzellt s study also emphasized the insufficiency 
and almost total lack of available information regarding evaluative exam-
ination of the outcomes of training programs for supervisors, and the 
relative absence of objective techniques for measurement thereof. 
!I 
Pond reports a before-and-after supervisory training evaluation 
involving supervisors. The essential technique of this investigation, 
similar to Katzellts, was the administration of the File-Remmers How 
Supervise? test at pretraining and posttraining periods. One hundred 
and seventy-six supervisors from twelve industries comprised an experi-
mental group, and s~venty-eight from three separate concerns constituted 
1/Betty Buckingham Pond, Performance on File-Remmers 11How Supervise?" 
Test. Before and After Supervisory Train!pg, unpublished Masters 1 Thesis, 
Pennsylvania State College, State College, Pennsylvania, Pa 26;4338. 
the control group. The trainees were part of a group of supervisors 
enrolled in an industrial management training program held at 
Pennsylvania State College. Form A of the commercial test was 
administered before training, and form B after instruction. Evidence 
of comparability or equating of the study groups was lacking in the 
research report. In this situation, practic~lly no differences existed 
in the score gains reported for both groups. The net results indicated 
that the test performance did not differentiate appreciably between the 
experimental and control groups. The Pond study further emphasises the 
need for experimentation in evaluation techniques, test develop~ent and 
usage before and after training programs which are valid in terms of 
specific human relations programs. 
As part of its Human Relations Program, the University of Michigan1 s 
Survey Research Center, also, has been concerned With effective methods 
of supervision. Among other studies, the Center has turned the spot-
light on first~line supervision and training programs for improving y 
effectiveness in this area. In 1951 Hariton, under the aegis of the 
Center, undertook an investigation primarily to determine the over-all 
effects of human relations training involving first-line foremen in 
skilled trades. Experimental and control groups were matched with respect 
to size (50 in number), type of work and level of morale. Fixed 
alternate paper-and-pencil questionnaires were used to measure changes 
!/Theodore Hariton, Training Supervisors in Human Relations Technigues, 
Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 
Michigan, 19 51. 
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in the employees 1 perceptions of their foremen. Attitudinal measure-
ments of both supervisors and employees were obtained before instruc-
tion, and three months after the conclusion of a ten-month course 
(twelve half-day lecture sessions at three-week intervals). The major 
results of this study showed that training foremen in new human re-
lations principles ~ull be effective in improved employee attitudes 
when the situation within the foreman's operational environment is 
conducive to change. This investigation, like others, also called 
attention to the fact that very few attempts are made to determine the 
effects of human relations training programs. y 
Cantor attempted an exploratory investigation of a training 
course by measuring certain dimensions of supervisory understanding 
and behavior, which were thought to be amenable to the influence of 
the course. Instruction involved ten lecture-discussion sessions of 
two hours each. Experimental and control groups consisted of eighteen 
supervisors each compared with respect to variables of age, years of 
education, service, and mental alertness. Evaluation measurements in-
eluded six different types of instr~ents to secure information on general 
psychological knowledge, general logical reasoning, social judgment, 
estimation of group opinions, supervisory opinions and the How Supervise? 
test. Pre- and posttraining administration data were statistically 
treated to determine gains, if any. Results of the experimentation 
bfRalph A. Cantor, A Human Relations Training Program, Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 35;38;45 F 51, Pa 25;7152. 
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indicated trainee gains were greater than predicted on all measures in 
the knowledge of psychological facts. On a majority of measures, trainee 
improvement was found to be statistically significant at the ten per 
cent level. Further evidence was found that trainees were sensitized 
to behavioral acts, expressions of attitudes, and group differences. 
One of the major limitations of the study was the small number involved 
in the experimentation, which necessarily precludes broad generalization. 
Nevertheless, the conclusions suggest the possible effectiveness of a 
variety of measurement instruments in evaluation. y 
Roethlisberger, Lombard and Ronkin made an interim report in 
1954 of three years 1 experience in training executive level per-
sonnel at the Harvard Graduate School of Business Administration. The 
course instruction in human relations over a nine-month period is an 
integral part of the teachiqg activities of the school, involving the 
case method and practical experience in application in the field. 
Instruction is essentially for people who are or will be in positions 
of administrative responsibility in industries and businesses through-
out the nation. Somewhat similar in basic purpose as to training, though 
not in implementation, evaluations were made in terms of observational 
descriptions. It therefore seems appropriate to cite a major conclusion 
of the interim report. 
"It is our judgment, although based on a very small sample, 
that where trainees have had some experience in dealing with and 
yF. J. Roethlisberger, George F. F. Lombard, and Harriet O. Ronkin, 
An Interim Report, Training For Human Relations, Harvard University, 
Division of Research, Graduate School of Business Administration, 
Boston, 1954, PP• 178-179. 
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achieving some balanced investigation in at least three of the 
three contexts which we have described in the previous chapter 
(diagnostic, counseling, membership, leadership, and personal 
context), .marked growth could occur in a period of nine months. n 
Although this clinical observational and interview experimentation 
is still in the developmental stages and the findings of the interim 
report are inconclusive, new approaches to training and evaluative 
criteria are contributing increased knowledge of training outcomes. 
To study particular human situations from a behavioral point of y 
view, Zaleznik, under the sponsorship of the Harvard Graduate School of 
Business Administration, made an investigation which involved clinical 
research methods applied within a single industry. Over several months, 
he made intensive observations of a foreman at work, attended training 
sessions, and interviewed workers and supervisors. These experiences 
were obtained in a growing concern with inherent problems of develop-
ment and expansion. By design, two stages in the procedures consisted 
of observing supervisory conference training sessions, and observing 
the application of learnings to the day-by-day operational situations 
on an assembly line. The .major purpose of the investigation was to 
gain an understanding of the relationships between training and 
supervisory problems at the work level. Unlike the usual evaluation 
methodology, work-level observational and interview information ob-
tained over a lengthy period in the workplace laboratory presented 
opportunities to evaluate what was actually happening in terms of the 
!jA. Zaleznik, Foremanship Training in a Grovdng Enterprise, The 
Andover Press, Ltd., Andover, Massachusetts, 1951, PP• 202-231. 
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training received. The principal conclusion of Zaleznik' s study 
emphasizes that formal training contributes to improve world.ng 
relationships contingent upon realistic training from the super-
visor's point of view and in relation to his work problems. Further-
more, the possibility that supervisory training can be remarkably 
unrealistic and can inadvertently teach the wrong lessons i.rnplies 
responsible concern that evaluation becomes an integral phase of 
training. 
International Harvester Company, cooperating with the Personnel 
Research Board of Ohio State University, undertook one of the most 
ambitious efforts to measure results of first-level supervisory train-
Y ing. Fleishman, Harris and Burtt, reporting the investigations, 
state that the purpose was directed toward the e.x.amination of the 
supervisors' behavior at the group level in terms of effectiveness 
of a Central School training program developed in conjunction with 
the University of Chicagoo Various phases of the research involved 
leadership attitudes and behavior in relation to effects of training y 
on group effectiveness and morale. Fleishman, in an earlier report 
of the development of the research instruments and evaluation of 
the Central School training and leadership climate, investigated 
primary samples of three matched groups of first-line foremen, (one 
1/E. A. Fleishman, E. F. Harris and Harold E. Burtt, Leadership· and 
Supervision in Industry~ 1955, Ohio State University, Col~ibus, Ohio, 
P• 4-5· 
EjE. A. Fleishman, Leadership Climate and Supervisory Behavior, an 
unpublished Ph. D. thesis, Ohio State University, 1955. 
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hundred and twenty-two) who had taken the human relations courses 
at different times and who were n:e.tched with a control group of 
untrained foremen. The first portion of the study was conducted 
in one of the motor-truck manufacturing plants. Evaluation instru-
.m.ents included a questionnaire for detennining various aspects of 
leadership behavior, attitudes, and expectations; and a pre- and post-
training administration of attitude scales for foremen. 1~jor findings 
showed that there were differences in the leadership attitudes of fore-
men who operated under different "leadership climates"; also, that there 
were no significant differences between trained and untrained foremen 
in their attitudes and behavior in the actual work situations. With 
11 
continuing opportunity to evaluate the leadership training, Fleishman, 
Harris and Burtt planned, second, a refresher course for checking 
further changes in attitudes. Only negative comparative results were 
obtained in the evaluation of this phase of the training, indicating no 
differences for the climate variables between the experimental and 
control group. The third concern of the investigators centered on the · 
relationship between the way foremen manage and the attitude of their 
superiors. A Leadership Opinion .Questionnaire provided the data for 
the major conclusion that the kind of 11leadership climateu under which 
the foreman operated seemed more specifically related to the attitudes 
and behavior of the foreman than did the fact that he had or had not had 
the leadership course. 
1/E. A. Fleishman, E. F. Harris and H. E. Burtt, op. cit., PP• 48-61. 
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The final stage of this research attempted to determine whether 
leaders whose behavior and attitudes tended toward Consideration or 
Initiating Structure were more to be desired. By scaling the Ques-
tionnaire, it was fo~d that workers favored foremen who were high in 
the Consideration dimension. Overall findings suggest that attitudes 
learned in the classroom may not necessarily be attitudes carried 
over to the industrial work situation; it is possible to control 
leadership patterns to some extent by systematic training and by 
promotion of a particular climate. 
Evidence suggests that personnel departments are conducting, 
formally or informally, evaluations of supervisory training programs 
which are designed to provide :Information concerning preferences for 
courses or instructional personnel rather than the impact which training 
has upon the understandings, appreciations and behavior of the trainees. 
In so far as this practice is a part of the total evaluation situation, 
it seems appropriate to refer to the significant experience of a major y 
industry. Mahler and Monroe report students 1 reactions to the series 
of courses at the Center School of the International Harvester Company 
in Chicago, where more than 4000 foremen have taken the two weeks• 
course over a period of years. The school administrator maintains 
trend charts by major areas, specific courses and instructors. At the 
completion of each class, trainees fill out a questionnaire evaluating 
the courses and instructors. A newer approach to this type of evalua-
yw. R. Mahler and Vi. H .. Monroe, How Industr.v Determines the Need for 
and Effectiveness of Training, Psychological Corporation, 522 Fifth 
Ave., New York 36, N. Y., pp. 103-104. 
tion has been developed. Participants compare a course with each of 
the remaining courses. The final rank order based on the paired com-
parisons reflects the popular appeal to the trainees. The administrator 
reports that a balanced program, although admittedly limited in effective-
ness, is achieved for the intensive training period which has realistic 
content related to the foremen's job needs. No attempt is made to 
measure objective gains from the training. 
Summary 
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In the foregoing review of research in evaluation of supervisory 
training in human relations among businesses and industries, it is apparent 
that investigations of the effects upon group interactions between the 
supervisor and those supervised have been essentially confine~ to recent 
years and are relatively few in number. Despite the large nwnber of 
systematic studies of various leadership phenomena and the correspondingly 
few studies of supervisory training, review of the literature suggests 
that, at the first-level of industrial supervision, leadership training 
~th respect to critical evaluative examination has particularly been 
neglected. The information does allow a real need for expanded research 
projects in this field. Gri ticisms of the nation-wide JRT courses, 
developed during the war years by the War Manpower Commission and on 
which many programs are based today, warrant the concern of management. 
Packaged presentations in training and the relative sterility of results 
challenge the investigator to probe methods of instruction, material 
content, as well as the effects upon supervisory behavior. 
-.-:--.- -.. 
Evaluation approach to leadership training in industry has 
stimulated a few varied research programs involving field or plant 
laboratory experiences employing clinical non-directive interview 
techniques and intensive observational reports; a variety of objective 
tests; opinionnaires; questionnaires; rating scales and survey techniques. 
Such techniques have been employed individually or in combinations to 
obtain differential data by means of mutually exclusive measurements. 
Research applications and findings have demonstrated no conclusive 
evidence of a best method or combination of methods. Recent studies 
in the area of evaluation show that systematic studies designed with 
experimental and control groups are possible, and that a need exists 
for a great deal of exploratory inquiry in the area of critical 
before-and-after measurements before the optimal nature of human 
relations courses can be specified and the permanent effects can be 
determined. The present study is therefore an attempt to make a con-
tribution in the field of evaluation studies based upon a management 
development program which has been in operation for several years. 
The review information presented herein bears directly upon the 
topic of supervisory training program evaluation. In the absence of 
comprehensive material dealing with first-level supervision, a number 
of general references have been included to provide a broad overview 
of this important research area. 
The follovdng chapter presents the design of the evaluation ex-
periment involving the scope, procedures and treatment of the data. 
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CHAPTER. III 
DESIGN OF THE EXPERIMENT 
Preliminary Problems 
The methodology of experimental research involves the control of 
all operational variables and isolation of the experimental factor (in 
this study, formal instruction in human relations), the effects of which 
are measured to determine changes. The more precise the design, the 
more likely are the possibilities for controlling the variable essen-
tially inherent in the investigation. An important question in framing 
the design for this study, to secure maximum control of the experimental 
factors, was: Should one or both of the courses be evaluated? If one, 
should it be the Basic or the Advanced Course? 
An examination of the previous registrations for both courses of 
the program provided the data needed to prescribe the feasible limits of 
the evaluation research. The enrollment revealed there was a homogeneity 
of personnel in the Basic Course Section which had been relatively con-
stant over the years. The majority of the trainees were supervisors or 
foremen falling in the first-line management category. Estimates showed 
that more than 60% of .the enrollments were within this classification 
and formed the largest single group. The Advanced Course had been 
offered for three years, with enrollments considerably smaller than the 
Basic. The enrollees in the Advanced Course were principally from 
upper-bracket management of various levels. It was readily apparent 
that the differences in the two sections - i.e., the heterogeneity of 
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one in contrast to the homogeneity of the other - presented problems of 
such magnitude that an evaluation by means of e.xperimental research of 
the total program or the Advanced Course alone seemed impracticable. 
The Basic Course not only appeared to be a satisfactory area for 
study, but readily offered an opportunity for experimental research 
with trainees and non-trainees. Here, too, results could be meaning-
ful for the future development of the program. Furthermore, a con-
tribution could be made to an area in which there was evidence of a 
lack of extensive research. 
The design of the evaluation of the Basic Course involves the scope 
of the research, procedures for the experimental research, and the treat-
ment of the questionnaire and evaluation data. 
The Scope of the Research 
The scope of the experimental research includes definitions of 
first-level supervisors, superiors and peers; timing of the experimental 
research; identification of the participating companies; identification 
of the subjects and raters. 
First-level Supervisors. For the purpose of this study, the 
subjects are foremen or supervisors at the front-line or first level of 
supervision. They are foremen or supervisors at the work level. The 
human relations responsibilities of a first-level foreman in one company 
would be similarly applicable to first-level supervisory personnel in 
a second. By job description and responsibility, the terms foreman and 
supervisor are considered similar. 
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Superiors. Superiors are company employees, above first-level 
management, to whom first-level supervisors are directly and immediately 
responsible. 
Peers. Peers, for this study, are at first-level supervision and 
have human relations responsibilities which are comparable to those 
of the study subjects. 
Timing of the Experimental Research. To establish the compara-
bility of the experimental and control groups prior to training, to 
determine differences in training effects at the close, and to further 
check these after an extended period, comprised the major plan of the 
research. Obviously, as a pretraining and posttraining study, the 
evaluations should occur as close as possible to the first meeting and 
immediately after the completed program. The evaluation instruments, 
therefore, were administered and the interviews were held during the 
week prior to the first session, and were repeated the week following 
the final group meeting. The second posttraining evaluation took into 
account a reasonable lapse of time for the trainees to adjust to their 
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tasks, duties and responsibilities as supervisors, so that whatever changes 
might have occurred over an extended period could be evaluated. Having 
considered the time lapses and possible disruptions such as summer vacations, 
plant lay-offs, and other seasonal effects, three months after the first 
posttraining period was chosen for the second posttraining evaluation 
time. These evaluation administration periods are identified as Pre-
training, Posttraining I and Posttraining II. 
Identification of the Participating Companies. In effect_, 
companies participate in the Management Program by choice. Companies, 
large or small, near or distant, providing services or producing 
goods, elect to enroll supervisors according to their judged needs, 
interest and budget. Identity is not usually known until inquiries 
or enrollments are received. Non-restrictive registration results 
in a wide variety of companies. This situation necessitated close 
follow-up of enrollments to arrange conferences with management. An 
attempt was made to include all industrial and business units from 
which first-level supervisors were enrolled in the Basic Course. All 
of the companies, eighteen in number, which had enrolled eligible 
trainees in time to be included in the. evaluation, agreed to cooperate 
with the research. Of these, eight were new to the Management 
Development Program, and ten were repeaters. Further identification 
reveals the different organizational units, the geographical location, 
the classifications by size, and the variety of principal departments. 
Table I shows the participating companies, their location, the number 
of ~nployees and principal departments. 
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Two companies (Bird And Son, Farrington Mfg. Co.) were parent con-
cerns with separate management, different production functions, and even 
different operational sites. These autonomous operational units are listed 
separately. The City of Quincy, under managerial government, comparable to 
company management, is included as such. The management units are located 
in eleven communities distributed over a wide geographical area. They may 
be characterized as suburban and industrial conmmnities. The companies can 
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TABLE I 
Participating COlllpanies, Location, Number 
of Employees and Principal Departments 
Company 
1. Abrasive Products 
Company •.•••••••••••• 
2. Armstrong\ Cork 
Company •••••••••••••• 
3. Atlantic Instrument 
Company •••••••••••••• 
4. Bird and Son, 
Incorporated ••••••••• 
5. Bird and Son, 
Incorporated ••••••••• 
6. Bird and Son, 
Incorporated ••••••••• 
7. Boston Gear Works •••• 
8. Drake Bakeries, 
Incorporated ••••••••• 
9. Farrington Manufact-
uring Company •••••••• 
10. Farrington Manufact-
uring Company •••••••• 
11. Gillette Safety 
Razor Company •••••••• 
12. Grass Instrument 
Company •••••••••••••• 
13. Kendall Mills •••••••• 
14. R. J. Potvin Shoe 
Company ••••••••••••• o 
15. Quincy, City ••••••••• 
16. Tubular Rivet and 
Stud Company ••••••••• 
17. Westinghouse Electric 
Corp. -Sturtevant ••• 
18. White Brothers ••••••• 
Location 
So. Braintree • 
So. Braintree. 
Norwood ••••••• 
East Walpole. • 
Norwood ••••••• 
Norwood ••••••• 
Quincy •••••••• 
Roxbury ••• .: ••• 
Jamaica Plain. 
Jamaica Plain. 
South Boston •• 
Wollaston ••••• 
Walpole ••••••• 
Brockton •••••• 
Quincy •••••••• 
Quincy •••••••• 
Hyde Park ••••• 
Wollaston ••••• 
No. of 
Employees 
200 
800 
50 
550 
500 
460 
1150 
300 
875 
300 
2500 
40 
550 
75 
40 
600 
1700 
250 
Principal 
Departments 
Sandpaper abrasives 
Cork, Rubber Tile 
Electronic controls 
Corrugated 
containers 
Linoleum flooring 
Asphalt roofing 
Industrial gears 
Bakery products 
Plant #1 Display 
cases 
Plant #2 Jewel cases, 
charga-plate 
Razors, blades 
Electronic testers, 
equipment 
Finished textiles · 
Baby shoes 
City departments 
Rivets, hooks, studs 
Blowers, heating 
units 
Dairy products 
be readily classified in groups according to size: large, 1000-2500 
employees, three in number; medi~, 200-900 employees, eleven in number; 
and small, less than 200 employees, four in ~ber. 
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Within the category of principal departments, a wide variety of 
activities is noted. Most of the management units or companies perform 
numerous associated services or operations in addition to the twenty-five 
different major departments which illustrate the extensiveness of 
operational diversification. This diversity may be considered somewhat 
cross-sectionally representative of many of the' activities within the 
companies of the area. However, cla.ims cannot be made that the list is 
entirely representative of all types of industrial and business activities. 
Identification of the Subjects and Raters. Since the enrollment of 
trainees is also the prerogative of the separate companies, precise 
numbers were not available b~fcrehand. The figure, estimated for the 
study from previous registrations, was set at a range of twenty-five 
to thirty eligible trainees. The research included an equal number 
of non-trainees, thus making the approximate total of subjects fifty 
to sixty. Sixty-four subjects ~rere actually obtained for the research, 
or thirty-two trainees and thirty-two non-trainees from the eighteen 
co.rrpany units. Further identification of the study groups shows en-
rollment classifications in the Basic Course, company sources, job 
classifications and departmental assignments. 
Enrollment of supervisors by company choice did not preclude 
registrations for other than first-level supervisors. Table II shows 
the enrollees in the Basic Course of the Management Development Program 
for ·1954-1955 according to classification. Registrants not qualifying 
for the study purposes are the Company Presidents and Managers, Single 
Foremen in companies, Non-Foremanship Status and Late Enrollees. Late 
enrollees, probably eligible, were not included because the pretraining 
evaluation had been completed. The delay in making arrangements would 
have resulted in unacceptable data secured after two sessions had been 
in progress. 
TABLE II 
Classification of the Enrollees in the Basic Course 
of the Management Development Program for 1954-1955 
Classification 
Company presidents and managers 
Single Foreman in the Company 
Non-Foremanship status 
Late Enrollees - foremen 
Study Group (Trainees) 
Total 
Number of Trainees 
5 
6 
6 
4 
32 
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It was assumed that first-level supervisors would consti~ute the 
majority group in the Basic Course. The thirty-two first-level super-
visors registered in time to be included in the study co~orised 60.J7 
per cent of the total. Obviously, the percentage would have been 
higher had the late registrants been accepted. Table III contains the 
sources of the experimental (trainee) and control (non-trainee) groups 
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1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5· 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
TABLE III 
Sources of the Experimental and Control 
Groups in Terms of the Company Units 
Company Units 
Abrasive Products 
Co~oany •••••••••••••••••• 
Armstrong Cork 
Company •••••••••••••••••• ~ 
Atlantic Instrument 
Company•••••••••••o•••••• 
Bird and Son, 
Incorporated ••••••••••••• 
Bird and Son, 
Incorporated ••••••••••••• 
Bird and Son, 
Incorporated ••••••••••••• 
Boston Gear v'lorks •••••••• 
Drake Bakeries, 
Incorporated ••••••••••••• 
Farrington Manufact-
uring Company •••••••••••• 
Farrington Manufact-
uring Company •••••••••••• 
Number of 
Trainees 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
Number of 
Non-trainees 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
11. Gillette Safety Razor 
Company ••••••• ~•••••••••• 3 3 
12. Grass Instrument 
Company •••••••••••••••••• 1 1 
13. Kendall Mills •••••••••••• 3 3 
1.4. R. J. Potvin Shoe 
Company •••.•••••••••••••• 1 1 
15. Quincy, City ••••••••••••• 2 2 
16. Tubular Rivet and 
Stud Company ••••••••••••• 3 3 
17. Westinghouse Electric 
Corporation •••••••••••••• 1 1 
18. ~v.hite Brothers ••••••••••• 3 3 
Total 32 32 
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listed by individual c~~anies. 
An examination of Table III shows that the size of the company 
did not control the number of subjects from each. There are as 
many subjects from small as well as large enterprises. The range 
of one to three is consistent with the usual experience of each 
year. It is evident that the number of trainees from each manage-
ment unit is equal to the number of non-trainees. 
Identification by job classification reveals the extensive diver-
sity in specific departmental assignments among both groups. Table IV 
illustrates the detailed classifications and departmental assignments 
of the trainees and non-trainees. It is noted that the specific 
departmental assignments are unmatched. Twenty-nine different assign-
ments appear within each trainee and non-trainee group. The evidence 
indicates that both groups represent a wide variety of occupational 
assignments which for the most part are not identical within groups. 
The departmental assignments are not only unmatched, but differ 
within job classifications except one (Supervisor). Departmental 
assignments common to both groups are limited to three in number 
(shipping, cotton goods and production). These fall within the job 
classification of supervisor for the trainee group, ~nereas for the non-
trainee group they are identified 'With the supervisor and foreman. 
Although it is observed that the study groups differ substantially in 
departmental assignments, the major concern of the investigation is the 
human relations aspects of supervision. 
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TABLE IV 
Detailed Job Classification and Departmental 
Assignment of Trainees and Non-trainees 
Job 
Classification 
1. 1~ger ••••••• 
2. Supervisor •••• 
3. Supervisor •••• 
4. Supervisor •••• 
5. Supervisor •••• 
6. Supervisor •••• 
7. Supervisor~•·• 
8. Supervisor •••• 
9. Supervisor •••• 
10. Assistant 
Supervisor •••• 
11. Assistant 
Supervisor •••• 
12. Assistant 
Supervisor •••• 
13. Foreman ••••••• 
14· Foreman •••••• r 
15. Foreman ••••••• 
16. Foreman ••••••• 
17. Foreman ••••••• 
18. Foreman ••••••• 
19. Foreman ••••••• 
20. Foreman ••••••• 
21. Foreman ••••••• 
22. Foreman ••••••• 
23. Foreman ••••••• 
24. Foreman ••••••• 
25. Foreman ••••••• 
26. Foreman ••••••• 
27. Foreman ••••••• 
28. Foreman ••••••• 
29. Foreman ••••••• 
30. Foreman ••••••• 
31. Foreman ••••••• 
32. Assistant 
Foreman ••••••• 
3.3. Assistant 
Foreman ••••••• 
34. Assistant 
Foreman ••••••• 
35. Assistant 
Foreman ••••••• 
Departmental Assignment 
Trainee 
Accounting •••••••••••• 
Cutting •••••••.••••••• 
Wrapping •••••••••••••• 
Metal ••. ............... 
Shipping •••••••••••••• 
Cotton goods •••••••••• 
Sewer ••••••••••.•••••• 
Production •••••••••••• 
. .................... . 
Cotton goods •••••••••• 
Hospital plant •••••••• 
Transportation •••••••• 
Materials inspection •• 
Inspection •••••••••••• 
Roofing machine ••••••• 
Rotary print •••••••••• 
Linoleum •••••.••.••••• 
Stock preparation ••••• 
Shipping box •••••••••• 
Production •••••••••••• 
Box assembly •••••••••• 
Machines •••••••••••••• 
Storekeeper •• ~ •••••••• 
Electrical parts •••••• 
Cutting room •••••••••• 
Tool room ••••••••••••• 
Machine shop •••••••••• 
Tool making ••••••••••• 
Parts manufacture ••••• 
Machine production •••• 
Box assembly •••••••••• 
Machine parts ••••••••• 
Materials grading ••••• 
. .................... . 
. .................... . 
Departmental Assignment 
Non-trainee 
Quality control ••••••• 
Paint shop •••••••••••• 
Cotton goods •••••••••• 
Cotton goods •••••••••• 
Gauze products •••••••• 
Cemetery ••••••••• · ••••• 
Traffic and signals ••• 
Retail •••••••••••••••• 
Wholesale ••••••••••••• 
Container division •••• 
Set up ••....•....•.••• 
. .................... . 
Die cutting ••••••••••• 
Rubber tile ••••••••••• 
Production •••••••••••• 
Roofing machine ••••••• 
Floor covering •••••••• 
Hydraulic pump •••••••• 
Production •••••••••••• 
Wrapping •••••••••••••• 
Parts assembly •••••••• 
Tool room ••••••••••••• 
Shipping •••••••••••••• 
Shipping •••••••••••••• 
Cutting room •••••••••• 
Parts assembly •••••••• 
Grindi.ng •••••••••••••• 
Quality materials ••••• 
Vfueel assembly •••••••• 
. .................... . 
. ......... " .......... . 
Dinker work ••••••••••• 
Maker ••••••••••••.•••• 
Shoe carton ••••••••••• 
Mechanics ••••••••••••• 
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A check on the job classifications shows five categories for the 
trainees and, similarly, five for the non-trainees. The job classifi-
cations are summarized in Table V. 
TABLE V 
Summarization and Differences in Number of Job 
Classifications for the Trainees and Non-trainees 
Job Classification Trainees Non-trainees Difference ( -ll-) 
Manager 1 1 
Supervisor 7 8 
Assistant Supervisor 3 2 
Foreman 19 17 
Assistant Foreman 2 4 
Total 32 32 
(*) Numerical difference greater for trainees = I 
Numerical difference greater for non-trainees = -
0 
-1 
tl 
t2 
-2 
Trainee and non-trainee job classifications are unequal in n~nber 
in four of the five categories. The unit differences, however, are 
not greater than two in any orie category. Such slight variation can 
be considered probably insignificant. The observed difference between y 
the two groups computed by the statistical chi square technique is 
?:/ 
0.2606, which is far short of the .01 level of significance of 6.635. 
1/Refer to Chapter IV for the discussion of chi square. 
g/The .01 level of confidence is used in tests of significance unless 
otherwise stated. 
37 
The conclusion can be made that the differences, by statistical test, 
are not significant and the job classifications for the two groups may 
be considered comparable. 
In addition to obtainir.g appraisals from the subjects, an attempt 
was made to obtain ratings of the subjects in terms of responses by 
superiors, peers and workers in supervisory work groups. On the basis of 
company policy, management was unanimous in its resistance to securing 
ratings of supervisors by their ~~rkers. Approval of the research by 
companies could not be obtained for the inclusion of this phase of 
the investigation. Ratings or appraisals by workers were, therefore, 
not included in the design. 
Raters, identified as superiors and peers were selected by company 
management personnel. The size of the company controlled the number of 
superior and peer raters for each trainee and non-trainee. For the most 
part, in the large con~anies, a superior and a peer e~ch rated one 
subject; whereas, in smaller companies, a superior and/or a peer rated 
several subjects. Lists of the raters were kept by company management 
collaborating with the investigator. The subjects, therefore, v1ere 
rated by the same person at each evaluation period. Other than 
identification as superiors and peers by company management, no further 
investigation of the raters appeared to be pertinent to the study. 
Procedures for the Experimental Research 
It v~s necessary for management to agree with the purposes and 
methods of the study in order to establish satisfactory research 
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relationship. Furthermore, a liaison collaborator was required to 
complete the selection of the stuqy groups and the raters, and to qo-
operate in the arrangements for applying the evaluation tecllniques. 
Obviously, vd.thout the approval and agreement of management, the study 
could not be undertaken. IVithout collaborative liaison assistance, 
significant data could not have been obtained. 
Agreement of Management. During the two-week interval bet1.veen the 
managelnent-leadership dinner and the first session, enrollments and 
the pretraining evaluations were to be completed. It was desirable, 
therefore, to arrange as many interviews 1r.i.th Management as possible 
prior to the dinner o To determine companies which probably would enroll 
first-level supervisors in the Basic Course for 1954-1955, the investi-
gator examined the list of companies which participated the fourth year, 
or year previous to the study. Interviews were arranged with the manage-
ment of these companies first. Additional companies intending to enroll 
first-level supervisors in the 1954-1955 Basic Course, were obtained at 
the dinner. Interviews with the management of the latter companies were 
held during the first part of the two-week interval. Two companies 
indicating eligible personnel on the last registration day were also 
inclucied. 
The objective of the interviews was to obtain managements• agreement 
with the purposes and methods of the study and to designate the liaison 
collaborator for the research. With the exception of three, all manage-
ment personnel interviewed agreed to the study. The three were in accord 
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vdth the research, but their non-participation was controlled by circum-
stances vmich were not acceptable to the study. One, a large company, 
was involved in the development of its own in-plant training program. 
Another company had enrolled all but on€ of its eligible supervisors in 
earlier programs and thereby was not in a position to include a non-
trainee. The third was a small concern with a single foreman, which 
consequently did not have eligible study subjects. 
At the time of the management interviews, liaison collaborators 
were appointed. The assignments were made on the basis of organizational 
responsibility for personnel development within the company. In large 
companies, the liaison person was either the industrial relations or 
personnel director. Among the smaller concerns, the managers themselves, 
served in the liaison capacity. \Vhere collaborative liaison assig~~ents 
were made, the individual was brought into the initial interview situation. 
Thus, all liaison personnel were informed and shared in the research 
procedures throughout. 
Selection of the Study Groups. The collaborator assumed responsi-
bility for the selection of the study groups and raters, and made 
arrangements for the interviews and the administration of the evaluation 
ins~ruments. A group of supervisors who would be potential trainees in 
a two-year period was listed by the collaborator in each plant. The 
three general criteria for selection were: 
1. Only first-level supervisors were to· be included. 
2. The supervisors had been in the employ of the company not 
less than three years. 
3. In the judgment of the selector, the human relations 
responsibilities of each were comparable. 
. ··"'·· 
The original plan of the study called for random distribution 
techniques to identify trainees for the 1954-1955 Basic Course, and 
non-trainees or supervisors who were potential trainees for 1955-1956. 
There existed differences in company policies and practices which 
indicated it was not feasible to randomize the distribution of the 
subjects into two groups, experimental and control. Some of the in-
hibiting factors included: shift irregularities - a supervisor could 
at tend the program. this year and not the next, or vice-versa; training 
rotation - according to seniority, an individual's turn preceded 
another; and job conditions - an unusual work load in a department 
made it more desirable for another supervisor to attend in 1954-1955· 
Because of these conditions, the distribution of the subjects into 
trainee and non-trainee groups for the study was essentially based upon 
the judgment of the liaison person in each plant. Therefore, the burden 
of proof rested upon the experimenter to show that the trainee and non-
trainee groups really were comparable. To safeguard the study, com-
parison of the study groups was made on the basis of data collected by 
a questionnaire, the test, the rating scale and the interviews. This 
has been exhaustively treated in the presentation of the data in 
Chapter IV. As one of the instruments to determine the comparability 
of the study groups, a questionnaire was devised to provide additional 
factual information. 
The Questionnaire. A questionnaire is a common device for 
controlling the collection of data. Its effectiveness is important 
as a time-saver and, more particularly, because it can be restricted 
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y 
to factual information. The purpose of the questionnaire, in 
addition.to identifying the subjects, was to collect data which 
could not otherwise be secured and which could be analyzed as one 
of the methods to determine the comparability of the trainee and non-
trainee groups. 
The development of the questionnaire involved discussions of its 
format and content ~ith members of The Planning Board. A preliminary 
form included four topics: General Infonnation, Full-Time Occupational 
Experience, HUiaan Relations Training, and Supervisory Group Information. 
The first draft was submitted to five first-level supervisors in five 
separate companies for tryout purposes. The responses of the twenty-
five supervisors in the pilot tryout experience indicated a need for 
simplification of the form and the elimination of the Supervisory Group 
Information section. Responses to the items of this section were ad-
mittedly unreliable estimates. Supervisory Group Information I'Jas 
omitted from the final draft of the questionnaire because it did not 
obtain actual factual data. The ~inal questionnaire form included 
three topics and twenty-seven items requiring factual responses. The 
three infonnation categories, number of subtitles and ite.~ for each 
y 
are: General Information - 3 subtitles, 9 items; Employment Information -
4 subtitles, 11 items; Human Relations Training - 3 subtitles, 7 items; 
!/Donald E. Super, Appraising Vocational Fitness, Harper Bros., New 
York, 1949, p. 9. 
g}See exhibit II. 
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totals - 10 subtitles, 27 items. !I 
Selection of the Raters. The plan of the study required the 
selection of superior and peer raters by the liaison collaborator. The 
first step involved agreement concerning the criteria, which included: 
a. The rater must have been acquainted with the subject and 
his job for at least one year. 
b. The rater must be in a position to make daily observa-
tions of the subject's on-the-job behavior. 
The Evaluation Techniques. The evaluation techniques examined 
for ·t.his study included: Clinical Observation Methods, Analysis of 
Operational Recorcis, The Structured Interview, and Measurement Instru-
menta. 
Clinical Observation Methods. Experience has shown that in 
studying human relations by clinical research methods, the most useful y 
techniques are observation and intervievi. It was impossible, however, 
to make a significantly useful number of observations of the behavior 
of sixty-four subjects during the study period, both from the point of 
view of the time involved and the physical impossibility of frequent 
visiting to so many plants_. While most supervisors were engaged in a 
vdde variety of productive activities, others were engaged in services 
rather than production. The magnitude of the task involved in equating 
these variables further prevented the use of observation !nethods ~ 
Analysis of Operational Records. Along with these methods, 
1/See exhibit III. 
g/Kenneth R. Andrews, op. cit., p. ?26. 
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Katzell believes: "One sholllci like to know what changes occllrred 
over a period of time in the prodllctivity of the workers in rates 
of accidents, absenteeism, and tllrnover, in grievances, in sllggestions, 
and the like." Records of certain operational elements sllch as 
prodllction, accidents, absenteeism, tllrnover, grievances and Sllgges-
tions, as reflectors of behavioral inflllences, were considered as 
possible indices of changes reslllting from training. Here, too, 
insllperable differences from company to company introdllced variables 
which inhibited the llSe of operation perforJnance records. Inequities 
in practice or absence of facilities for collecting data were the 
principal reasons for eliminating the use of operational records. In 
some companies, no method of recording grievances existed, while the 
practices among others differed from a complicated system to incidental 
and informal reporting. Similar variations in practice existed for s llch 
items as sllggestions, records of waste, and accident incidents. Most 
small companies provided no facilities for reporting many of these items. 
Absenteeism appeared to be one category in which satisfactory data collld 
be obtained. Even here, however, conditions existed which would have 
rendered records distorted and tlnacceptable. Seasonal layoffs and con-
comitant "bumping" activities (seniority preferential transfers from de-
partment to department in times of reduction in employment} were in effect 
in some of the plants during the study period. Another large plant was 
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relocating in a new bllilding several miles distant, which involved combining 
three management llllits tlnder one roof. This change resulted in substantial 
!/Raymond A. Katzell, op. cit., p. 323. 
employee loss and realignment. A s~weeks strike was in progress in 
another large plant during which no records were available. It 
was evident that, because the eighteen different management units 
varied considerably in operations, practices and facilities, observa-
tional clinical research and operational records were not possible 
for the design of the study. Had the research been concerned with 
one company, and the obvious variables introduced by differences .in-
herent in the group of companies been reduced or eliminated thereby, 
these methods probably could have been considered practicable. y 
The Structured Interview. Mahler and Munroe found the struc-
tured interview technique useful to secure information in evaluating 
a foreman training course ~or a large industry. In their report, re-
actions were requested before, during and after the course. A struc-
tured interview method based on three questions was used by the 
investigator in this study. The questions were used in the interviews 
before the Basic Course, and were repeated at ea~h after-training 
evaluation period. The purpose of the structured interview for this 
study was to secure information in three areas which would be independent 
of and different from that obtained by measurement instruments. The 
three areas.for which responses were obtained are as follows: (a) Super-
visory Responsibility; (b) Work Group Problem; (c} Management ·Problem. 
Table VI contains the questions formulated for each area. 
!/Mahler and Munroe, op. cit., pp. 56-5?. 
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TABLE VI 
Interview Question in Each Concept Area 
Concept Area 
(a) Responsibility as a 
Supervisor 
(b) Work Group Problem 
(c) ~gement Problem 
Interview Question 
What do you consider your most 
important responsibility as a 
foreman or supervisor? 
ufuat do you consider your most 
important problem in your rela-
t~onship with the workers in 
your group? 
What do you consider your most 
important problem in your rela-
tions with management? 
Responses to the interviews necessarily constitute subjective 
qualitative material. The information collected by the structured 
interview was examined to determine changes in opinions at the 
evaluation periods. Treatment of the structured interview responses 
is reported in Chapter IV. 
Measurement Instruments. A variety of prohibitive conditions, 
heretofore noted, which existed among the companies, required considera-
tion of measurement instruments. For the evaluation, independent and 
mutually exclusive measurement methods which are intended to investigate 
different areas are more likely to determine differences which might 
exist in experimental research, than one technique. Therefore, it 
was not intended that the measurement instruments should provide the 
same evaluation data. 
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A test and a rating scale were considered to obtain separate and 
independent data in addition to the :information secured by the structured 
interview. 
The Test. The purpose of the test was to obtain responses which 
could be analyzed for study group comparability, and to determine the 
extent of changes in understandings in the areas indicated by the test y 
instrument. Buros lists but one available test for evaluating the 
effectiveness of a supervisory training program in human relations -y 
the File-Remmers, How Supervise? test. This test is designed to assist 
industrial management in obtaining a clearer picture of its supervisors• 
understanding of the more important general aspects of the job. There y 
are two forms, A and B, designed for lower-level supervision. Each form 
is divided into three subject areas: Supervisory Practices - 17 iteills; 
Company Policies - 24 items; and Supervisory Opinions - 29 items; or a 
total of 70 items. The test responses are in terms of Desirable, 
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Uncertain, or Undesirable categories on two subtests; and Agree, Uncertain, 
or Disagree on the third. How Supervise? has been used as an evaluation 
instrument in a limited number of studies with varying results. Critical 
information concerning How Supervise? is presented because the test was 
the single available measurement instrument, and there existed insufficient 
1(0scar K. Buros, Editor, Fourth; Mental Measurements Year Book, The 
Gryphon Press, Highland Park, New Jersey, 1953, P• 774. 
g/File-Remmers, How Supervise?, 1948, Psychological Corp., 522 Fifth 
Avenue, New York 18, New York. 
1/See Exhibits IV and V. 
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definitive evidence of its effectiveness. Critical information involves: 
(1) comments about the use of the test; (2) evidences of validity and 
reliability; and (3) reports from some research studies. 
Comments About the Use of the Test. The authors make two 
1 
statements in the manual regarding use of the test as a before-and-
after training evaluation measuring instrument. 
'~none study of 589 supervisors in the. rubber 
industry, significant differences '~Nere found in 
average test scores when one form was given before 
supervisory training and one form was given after 
supervisory training. 
In one study of 54 men, the below median group 
showed more gain than the above median group. 
(Of course, regression alone could account for 
some of this difference.) It appears, however, 
that How Supervise? can be used as a pretraining 
versus posttraining measuring instrument to 
evaluate the effectiveness of a supervisory 
training program." y 
Ruedisilic writes in the Third Mental Measurements Yearbook that 
no statistical proof is submitted to support the above conclusions. 
11 
Lefevre, also reporting in the Third Mental Measurements Year-
book, writes: liThe test appears to be most valuable in furnishing the 
bases for discussion of managerial and supe~visory problems and in 
measuring the outcomes of training programs. n 
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yQuentin w. File and H. H. Re.mmsrs, How Supervise?, Manual, 1948 Revision; 
The Psychological Corporation, 522 Fifth Ave., New.York 18, N.Y., p. 4• 
~C. H. Ruedisilic, op. cit., p. 687. 
:1fD. Welty Lefevre, Oscar K. Buros, Editor, Third Mental Measurements 
Yearbook, The Gryphon Press, Highland Park, New Jersey, 1950, p. 687. 
}j 
Mandell states in the Fourth Mental Measurements Yearbook that 
the test is basically a true-false test. Also referring to the items, y 
Mosier ~Tites that there is insufficient information to check cate-
gorical answers for many of the items. 
Evidence of Validity and Reliability. 
the validity and reliability as follows: 
21 
Mosier comments on 
"Validity for appraising the effects of training is 
limited to those training outcomes which are reflected 
in verbal statements of what should be done. Whether 
such outcomes above lead to actual improvement in super-
visory practice is another question. 
"Reliability coefficients are reported but there is no 
indication of how they were determined nor of the groups 
on which they were based. 
11The two forms are asserted to be equivalent but no means 
or standard deviation are given in support of this. n 
The authors report that the reliability on one form is .76; com-
bined scores on both forms is .86. 
w 
Ruedisilic' s comment regarding validity is: 11The authors, on the 
basis of the available evidence, frankly admit that these manual studies 
'do not constitute conclusive evidence of universal validity'. 11 
21 
Lefevre's opinion is that the validity of the test is essen-
tially based on supervisory course curricula. 
l/Fourth Mental Measurements Yearbook, op. cit., P• 774· 
g/Fourth Mental Measurements Yearbook, op. cit., P• 687. 
2(Fourth Mental Measurements Yearbook, op. cit., p. 687. 
~Fourth Mental Measurements Yearbook, op. cit., P• 687. 
2/Fourth Mental Measurements Yearbook, op. cit., P• 687. 
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Reports from Some Research Studies. 
y 
Katzell used the test in 
a study of sixty railroad trainees and reported a mean initial score of 
37.8 and a terminal mean score of 43.3. He concludes that those 
trainees with initial low scores showed greater improvement than those 
who had scored high initial],y; also, less experienced supervisors y 
improved more than those with .more e.xperience. Cantor in his before 
and after training evaluation used How Supervise? as one of a variety 
of six measures. His findings showed significant gains in the responses 
:J/ 
of the trainee group after the period of training. Pond administered 
How Supervise? Form A in a pre-test and Form B in a post-test situation 
involving experimental and control supervisory groups. There were 176 
trainees and 78 non-trainees from different companies in the study 
groups. Practically no difference occurred in the gains made by the 
trainees and non-trainees on the How Supervise? test. 
Summary. The evidence indicates that the How Supervise? test is 
limited by its item form. The reported single form reliability co-
efficient of .77 (N-828) can be considered inadequate. Validity is 
limited to curriculum content and to those training outcomes which are 
reflected in verbal responses that involve what should be done rather 
than actual improvement. The evidence of universal validity is incon-
elusive. Research studies involving the use of the How Supervise? test 
!fR. A. Katzell, op. cit., p. 319-326. 
yR. A. Cantor, op. cit • , p • 38. 
:JIB. B. Pond, op. cit., P• 19. 
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show varying findings of its effectiveness in evaluating training 
programs. 
Considering the pro and con of the effectiveness of the How 
Supervise? test, it was used as one of the four evaluation techniques 
for the following reasons: 
1. Although the evidence on validity and reliability is not as 
strong as one would like, there are studies which show that 
this test is valuable when used with groups. 
2. The test has been used to determine significant differences 
related to training in human relations. 
3. An examination of the test and the topics for the Basic 
Course showed similar content areas. 
Of all the published tests, How Supervise? appeared to be a 
useful test in supervisory evaluation research studies. However, 
the writer calls attention to the fact that the total evaluation is 
not based on this one measurement instrument. It is only one of three 
devices. 
The Rating Scale, A Survey of Supervisory Needs in HUman Relations 
Training. A rating scale is a technical means of quantifying the judg-
ment of an observer. The technique is widely used for gathering data 
in industry, business and education. Usually, unit weights are assigned 
to personal qualities or behavior when a rating scale is applied to 
individuals. The rater checks the numerical value on the given quality 
scale which in his opinion applies to the individual being rated. 
The rating scale provided data, independent of and different from 
the test or the interview technique, for comparison of the trainees and 
non-trainees. Furthermore, the rating scale provided a standard means 
-Boston University 
School of Education 
Library 
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of quantifying data from several sources which could be analyzed to 
determine the decrease in the feeling of need for training. It appeared 
in the preliminary investigation of evaluation instruments that there 
was no specific rating scale with universal validity which would be 
specifically suitable or useable. The plan of the study, therefore, 
included the construction of a rating form. 
There are important criteria for securing acceptable accuracy and 
validity in the construction and use of rating scales. Accuracy can be 
increased by simple, clear, and unambiguous items. The greater the 
relevance of the traits of behavior to the behavior actually being 
evaluated, the greater the face validity of the measurement. 
The attainment of these criteria was attempted with varying degrees 
of success in the construction of the rating scale - 11A Survey of Super-
visory Needs in Human Relations Training". At meetings of the Planning 
Board of the :Management Development Program, the topics which had been 
submitted during the four-year period of its existence were reclassified 
under the title, nsupervisory Needs in Human Relations Training". Sug-
gested items were discussed and recorded. The initial draft of the 
rating items was presented to and discussed with the management personnel 
of several companies at the time the investigator held conferences for 
approval of the study. A redraft of the instrument subsequent to these 
meetings included fifty items and a six-point rating scale. This form 
was resubmit ted to the management personnel of the same companies with 
instructions to delete items •vhich would not be suitable, or rewrite 
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ambiguous items and to indicate a preference for one of three rating 
scales. The resulting instrument for pilot tryout included thirty-six 
items subdivided into subtopics: (1) 11 items; (2) 10 items; (3) 5 items; 
(4) 10 items and a five-point scale. 
The twenty-five supervisors - five from five different plants - who 
responded to the rating scale in the pilot tryout, were the same indivi-
duals who checked the questionnaire. Supervisors included in the pilot 
study were not enrolled in the Basic Course for 1954-1955. 
Accompanying each form ·were instructions to the pilot tryout group, 
asking the respondent to use the following code: (Y) If the item is clear; 
(?) If the item is not clear; (N) If the item is one about which you 
!I 
would have absolutely no opportunity to do anything. The preliminary 
form was revised on the basis of the pilot tryout returns. The final 
rating form, "A Survey of Supervisory Needs in Human Relations Training", 
consisted of 40 items with a five-point quantity value of 0, 1, 2, 3, 4 
for the respective quality ratings of: NOT AT ALL, VERY LITTLE, SOM3v'JI1AT, y 
MUCH, VERY MUCH. 
The lead question in the developmental process of the rating scale 
was, "What groups would best know the training needs of foremen or super-
visors?" It appeared that the most suitably informed groups were: the 
53 
planning committee - those who had selected, on the basis of adjudged needs, 
the training topics for four years; management, or that level of the man-
agement hierarchy responsible for the evaluation and selection of super-
visory personnel; and finally, supervisors, representative of first-line 
bfExhibit VI. 
'6/Exhibi t VII. 
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management responsibilities. Representatives of the three above groups 
shared in the construction of the rating instrument and were concerned with 
the relevancy of the items with respect to job responsibilities. In so far 
as the Planning Board, management personnel of several companies, and the 
twenty-five supervisors of the pilot tryout could judge, the final forty 
items were directly relevant to the job responsibilities of front-line super-
visors. In their opinion, the items were clear and contained behavioral ele-
ments about which they - supervisory personnel - had opportunity to act. 
It is considered desirable to obtain ratings from more than one 
independent source, thus securing several appraisals of the individuals 
being rated and reducing the effects of rater peculiarities. To minimize 
individual bias, but more particularly, in this study, to secure ratings 
of the subjects by independent observers at different management levels, 
superiors and peers were included as raters. 
To determine the reliability of the rating scale, coefficients were 
·computed for the self, superior and peer ratings obtained at the Pre-
training and Posttraining I administrations. It is assumed that the 
six coefficients representing the before and after training ratings by 
the subjects, superiors and peers would furnish adequate evidence of the 
reliability of the rating scale. 
A basic concept of reliability is internal consistency of the 
measuring instrument - in this instance, the rating scale. The analysis 
of variance is a statistical technique for estimating item intercorrela-
!/ 
tion. It gives insight into the error of variance on the t• 
ra ~gs; i.e.;'!;-;,, 
the higher the item intercorrelations, the more consistent is the scale. 
,YJames E: Wert, Charles 0. Neidt, Stanley I. Ahmann, Statistical Methods ~n Educat~onal and Psychological Research Appleton-Centur C ft I 
New York, 1954, p. 173.. ' Y- ro S, nc ., 
The variance analysis method can be applied to a single measurement to 
obtain indices of reliability. Computations of item correlations on 
the rating scale, for each administration reported, indicate how closely 
obtained values would have been at each rating period, if the scale were y 
perfectly consistent. Hoyt 1 s variance analysis technique is applicable 
to the rating scale data for determining reliability coefficients. This 
method uses the raw data recorded on each item and total for the raters. 
The total sum of squares of the rating values and three co~ponents, 
(1) between individuals; (2) between items; and (3) the residual or 
error of the variance, comprise the basis of the computations. That 
portion of the variance of the ratings which is the true variance is 
the index number or the reliability coefficient. Table VII shows the 
reliability coefficients of the rating scale based on ratings by the 
subjects, superiors and peers at the pretraining and posttraining I 
periods. 
TABLE VII 
Reliability Coefficients of the Rating Scale Based 
on Ratings by the Subjects, Superiors and Peers at 
the Pretraining and PosttrainiP~ I Periods. 
Pre training Posttraining I 
Raters r r 
Subjects 
·951 .9?4 
Superiors .939 .985 
Peers .949 .9?3 
1/Formula (= 
'-· 
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The most conspicuous and obvious evidence in Table VII is the con-
sistently high reliability coefficients throughout. Only the superior 
ratings at the pretraining period show a reliability coefficient below 
.95. This situation raises the question of errors of central tendency 
characteristic of most rating scales requiring subjective judgments. A 
co.a:mon intrinsic error within rating scales is the relative lack of mutual 
independence of item categories, which contributes to the condition of 
"halo effect". Halo effect generally arises from two influences: the 
rater fails to isolate the items sufficiently to consider them in mutually 
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exclusive categories; or conversely, a single favorable or unfavorable trait 
may color or influence the individual•s judgment on several or all of the 
remaining items. Another factor, reflected in errors of central tendency, 
is the inclination toward conservatism, i.e., rating toward the ~ of 
the scale rather than toward the more likely realistic ends of the scale. 
An inspection of the completed rating scales for all groups did give the 
impression that there was a high proportion of the responses within the 
mean zone (2 and 3) of the quantitative scale. The extraordinarily high 
reliability coefficients may be attributed, though the evidence is not 
wholly conclusive, to the common error of compromise. This situation 
notwithstanding, the high reliability indices and their consistency do 
indicate that the rating scale is quite reliable and stable as a measure-
ment instrument. 
The Interviews and Administration 
of the Measurement Instruments 
To minimize external errors of evaluation and to assure as accurate 
results as possible, the investigator. conducted the interviews and 
administered the test and rating scale to the subjects. All evaluations 
took place within company plants with the exceptions noted later in this 
section. Schedules were arranged by the investigator. Space within the 
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companies and appointments with the subjects were arranged by the collab-
orator at each company. The first meeting with the subjects involved a 
discussion of the evaluation plan followed by a question-and-answer period. 
Subjects were given an opportunity to withdraw from the experiment because 
of objections or disapproval. All, however, expressed willingness to 
cooperate. During these initial interviews, the non-trainees were assured 
by the liaison collaborators that they were considered potential trainees 
for the 1955-1956 program. Subsequent to the interviews, the pretraining 
questionnaire, test and rating scale were administered. 
The questionnaire was used only at the pretraining period. Form A 
of the test was given at the Pretraining pnd Post training II periods and 
Form B at Posttraining I. The subjects responded to the test and the 
rating scale and were interviewed at each evaluation period. 
Rating scales for superiors and peers were administered according 
to the following arrangement: 
a. Forms were placed in envelopes with the investigator's 
return address. 
b. The envelope containing the rating form was distributed to 
superiors and peers by the liaison collaborator. 
c. Each rater completed the scale independently, sealed and 
returned it to the liaison collaborator in each plant. 
d. All complt~ted forms were mailed or delivered to the 
investigator. 
Davia tions in administration procedures and changes in personnel 
making responses occurred after the Pretraining period. At the Post-
'i 
training II evaluation, vacation schedules were in effect at some of 
the plants; plant relocation was in progress at one; and an extended 
strike which lasted six weeks was in progress at another. Consequently, 
at four plants, liaison collaborators administered the test and rating 
scale at the third evaluation period. Inasmuch as the subjects were 
accustomed to the procedures and the investigator consulted with the 
liaison personnel involved, the results may be considered not unduly 
influenced by the irregularities. The same interruptions impeded the 
scheduling of interviews, which were not completed until several weeks 
after the allotted time. These interviews cannot be considered co-
ordinate with the other evaluation measurements of the Posttraining II 
period. The extension of the schedule may have affected the results 
obtained for the late interviews. 
Unequal numbers of trainees and non-trainees developed immediately 
after the first training session. A non-trainee left the employ of a 
participating company ·within a week after the training program began. 
A second non-trainee was hospitalized with a severe heart seizure during 
the posttraining II interval. Consultation with the subject•s doctor 
revealed that there would be no opportunity to complete his forms. 
Both non-trainees were subsequently withdrawn from the study. It is 
of interest to note that a trainee was also hospitalized with a heart 
condition prior to the last training session. This trainee was the last 
one to be contacted during the Post training I evaluation. His forms were 
completed and the interview was held at his home. 
It must be noted here that one superior, rating a non-trainee, left 
his employment after the Pretraining period. Subsequent ratings (Post-
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training I and Posttraining II) were made by a comparably qualified 
superior who was substituted by the collaborator. Slight but probably 
insignificant differences in rating responses may have been obtained 
as a result. Table VIII illustrates the techniques and the number of 
subjects at each evaluation period. 
Evaluation 
Period 
Pretraining 
Posttraining I 
Posttraining II 
TABLE VIII 
Techniques and Number of Subjects 
at Each Evaluation Period 
Number of Subjects 
Techniques Trainees Non-trainees 
32 32 Questionnaire. 
Test - How Supervise? Form A. 
Rating Scale - A Survey of 
Supervisory Needs in Human 
Relations Training. 
Interviews. 
32 31 Test - How Supervise? Form B. 
Rating Scale - A Survey of 
Supervisory Needs in Human 
Relations Training. 
Interviews. 
32 30 Test - How Supervise? Form A. 
Rating Scale - A Survey of 
Supervisory Needs in Human 
Relations Trainirg. 
Interviews. 
The questionnaire was used at the Pretraining period to collect data 
to identify the subjects and for comparative purposes only. The other 
techniques were used to evaluate the comparability of the experimental 
and control groups as well as to measure extent of changes in terms of 
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responses. The study groups were equal in number at the Pretraining 
period: thirty-two each. One non-trainee withdrew at the Post-
training I period and another non-trainee at the Posttraining II period. 
To maintain consistency throughout, the presentation o:f the data in 
Chapter IV involves thirty-two trainees and thirty non-trainees. 
Treatment o:f the Questionnaire and Evaluation Data 
The questionnaire :furnished information which identified the com-
panies and the subjects. Additional :factual information concerning the 
study groups was obtained by the questionnaire to determine compara-
bility. These questionnaire data were treated :for comparison o:f the 
:frequency o:f the group responses within ten subtitle areas. Further 
consideration o:f the questionnaire data involved statistical analyses 
o:f the mean values o:f years o:f military service and o:f the ages :for the 
study groups. 
The evaluation data included responses to the test, the rating 
scale and the structured interviews. Treatment o:f the test data re-
quired analyses for establishing comparability and for evaluation o:f 
the changes in understanding of human relations in terms of the test 
responses. Comparability of the study groups before training involved 
statistical analyses of the mean values and tests of significance for 
the three subtests and the total test. The mean values of the responses -
i.e., responses made at the evaluation periods - are also analyzed to 
determine changes in the understanding of human relations as measured 
by the test. Further treatment included analyses of correlation co-
efficients and selected bivariate distribution of test scores. 
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The rating scale data were treated for comparison of the study 
groups in terms of modal differences and the frequency of responses 
for the scale values or categories. ENaluation of the changes in the 
feeling for the need of human relations training as appraised by the 
subjects, superiors and peers, involved compa.risons on the basis of 
the combined appraisals (self, superior and peer), of item and total 
frequencies in each scale category. 
The responses to the structured interviews were sufficiently 
large in number and variety to establish inadequate data for signifi-
cant statistical treatment. Responses are recorded and discussed in 
terms of the frequencies which appear to be .meaningful. 
The pretraining questionnaire, test, rating scale and interview 
data and analysis of the comparability of the study groups is presented 
in Chapter IV. 
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CHAPTER IV 
COMPARABILITY OF THE STUDY GROUPS 
Presentation of the pretraining data and analysis of the results 
involve comparison of the study groups according to responses recorded 
for the questionnaire, the test, the rating scale, and the interview 
questions. 
Comparability of the Study Groups in Terms 
of the Questionnaire 
A comparison of the data collected by the questionnaire reflects 
the difference in responses for ten subtitle items within the three 
information categories. Table IX illustrates the frequency of the 
responses to the separate items for the trainees and non-trainees. 
Item (3,c), Years of Military Service, which involved data treated as 
a mean value is omitted from Table IX, and reported separately in the 
text. The item - Age, Last Birthday - has been reported separately in 
the text, although included in no table. 
Inspection of the differences in the frequency of the responses 
to the items shows that the areas of plus (f) difference are balanced off 
by the areas of nrlnus (-) difference in eight of the ten subtitle groups. 
In the Human Relations Information Category, a weighting of two to 
eight unit differences is in favor of the non-trainees. The subtitle 
areas in which the items are not in equipoise are The Location of 
Training and Number of Courses More Than Four Hours Each. In each of 
the two above subtitle areas, the ratio is one to three unit differences 
in favor of the non-trainees. The inspection of these particular data 
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TABLE IX 
Frequency of Responses by Trainees and Non-trainees 
to the Subtitle Items on the Questionnaire 
I 
Categories No. Subtitles Letter Items 
General 1 Last grade completed a College (1-4 years) 
Information b Trade School (1-4) 
c High School (10,11)12) 
d Junior High (7,8,9 
2 Marital Status a Married 
b Single 
3 Military Service a None 
b Service 
c ~~-
Employment 4 Years on Present Job a Three years or less 
Inf or.11at.ion b Four to ten 
c More than ten 
5 Other jobs w.i th a Two jobs or less 
present company b Three to six 
6 Full t.im.e jobs with a Two jobs or less 
other companies b Three to six 
7 Number of workers a Fifteen or less 
.in work unit b Sixteen to thirty 
c Thirty-one to sixty 
d Over sixty 
--' ~ 
(Concluded on next page) 
Train-
ees 
6 
6 
15 
5 
25 
7 
18 
14 
22 
9 
1 
14 
18 
20 
12 
9 
7 
9 
7 
: 
-~-
Non-
train-
ees 
5 
3 
19 
5 
28 
4 
21 
11 
19 
8 
5 
22 
10 
21 
11 
9 
6 
12 
5 
Differ-
ence -lH*-
.j.l 
.f.3 
-4 
0 
-3 
.f3 
-3 
/-3 
/-3 
/-1 
-4 
-8 
/-8 
-1 
/-1 
0 
/-1 
-3 
/-2 
"' w 
TABLE IX (Concluded) 
Non-
Categories No. Subtitles Letter Items Train- train-
ees ees 
Human 8 Training courses a No specific courses 20 18 
Relations while employed b Specific courses 12 14 
Training 
9 Location of a Within company plant 4 6 
training b College or university 5 4 
c Special center 3 4 
10 Number of courses a One to three 9 12 
.more than four b Over three 3 2 
hours each 
--~~·---~-
* Item (3,c), Years of Military Service, which involves different data, is treated in the text. 
~~ Frequency differences greater for trainees are t 
Frequency differences greater for non-trainees are -
Differ-
ence ~H( 
-/-2 
-2 
-2 
-/-1 
-1 
-3 
-/-1 
"' +:-
clearly·shows that the non-trainees received more human relations train-
ing prior to the Basic Course of the Management Development Program than 
did the trainees. Specifically, in the Number of Courses MOre Than Four 
Hours Each (Subtitle 10), the responses favor the non-trainee. Othe~rlse, 
the net impression of the Table IX data is that the two groups are 
essentially similar in all but two of the ten subtitle areas. 
A further statistical test is warranted to substantiate the tentative 
11 
conclusions noted by inspection of subtitle areas. The chi square method 
is used to test the significance of the subtitle unit differences. This 
technique is applicable to tests of significance involving mutually ex-
, y 
elusive categories in small sample studies. The method in effect deter-
.mines whether the expected frequencies in a category are probably signifi-
cantly different from those frequencies which actually occur. In the 
calculations of chi square the expected frequencies are the response of 
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the non-trainees; the actual frequencies are the responses of the trainees. 
Table X shows the chi square values for the comparative data of the ten 
questionnaire subtitles. 
Chi square values above the .01 level of significance indicate 
that the frequencies of the trainee and non-trainee responses within 
the subtitles are not significantly different. Table X shows that the 
ten obtained chi square values failed to reach the .01 level of signi-
ficance. However, perceptible differences are noted in subtitle response 
!/Formula- x2 = 1 ~(ai Nb- bi Na) 2 
NANB - a. 2 b· J. r J. 
gjJ. E. Wert, c. 0. Neidt, I. S. Ahmann, op. cit., p. 146. 
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groups numbered 1, 4 and 5; i.e., Last Grade Completed, Years on Present 
Job and Other Jobs with Present Company. The questionnaire data collected 
for the trainees and non-trainees may be considered comparable in terms 
of the subtitle responses as tested by ohi square technique. 
Item (c) in subtitle (3) of Table X invol¥ed the Number of Years of 
Military Service. The observed means for the trainee and non-trainee 
groups for this item are 3.11 years and 3.09 years, respectively; the 
study groups are thus within .02 years of being identical. Restrictive 
military regulations in force during World War II and thereafter, may be 
reflected in the apparent similarity in the Number of Years in Y~litary 
Service. The resultant close comparability of the years of military 
service of the trainees and non-trainees preclude further significance 
of the item for analysis, other than to note that the groups were quite 
comparable in this regard. 
The responses to Age, Last Birthday, were also analyzed in terms of 
mean values, which were 39.7 years for trainees and 42.4 years for non-
trainees. The mean difference of 2.7 years appears to be so small as to 
be insignificant. Further check by statistical analysis supports this. 
The standard deviation and standard error of the means for trainees was: y y 
~ = 8.910 and~?t= 1.575. Similar statistical data for non-trainees 
included: 6 = 8.26 ande-~= 1.460. It could be expected that approxi-
mately 68 out of every 100 samples drawn at random from the trainee group 
1/Formula 6" = '{"tJ-2 _ =j.2 
yFormula 
TABLE X 
Chi Square Values for the Comparative Data of the 
Ten Questionnaire Subtitle~r 
Chi-
No. Subtitles Items Square 
Values 
1. Last Grade Completed a, b, c, d 1.5606 
2. Marital Status a, b 0.4940 
3· Military Service a, b 0.2954 
4· Years on Present Job a, b, c 2.9433 
5. Other Jobs with Present Company a, b 2.0317 
6. Full-time Jobs with other Companies a, b 0.0237 
7· Number of Workers in Work Unit a, b, c, d 0.1530 
8. Training Courses v\hl.le Employed a, b 0.1295 
9. Location of Training a, b, c 0.5018 
10. Number of Courses More Than 4 Hours Each a, b 0.4775 
ir Item (3,c) treated in the text. 
] Critical 
Value 
.01 Level 
11.341 
6.635 
6.635 
9.210 
6.635 
6.635 
11.341 
6.635 
9.210 
6.635 
()'. 
--=l 
would yield e~timates which differ from the trainee group mean of 39.7 
by no more than ~1.575. Similarly, the expected difference for the non-
trainees would be no more than fl.460 for 42.4 years. The impression 
conveyed in the examination of the 1nean values, the standard deviations 
and the standard error of the means, for both groups, is that the slight 
differences concerning age can be considered non-significant. To further 
test the significance of the age differences between the trainees and 
non-trainees, a statistical analysis of the individual variances within y 
groups was made. The variance is the mean of the squared individual 
deviations. Analysis of variance, therefore, consists of contrasting 
the variance of the individual values around the means of the group y 
with the variance of group means and the total mean of the study groups. 
The obtained i value by analysis of variance was 1.7288, which is con-
siderably less than the critical i value of 2.660 at the .01 level of 
confidence. Further statistical tests also indicated that differences 
in ages between the two groups were not significant. 
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Summary. The design of the experiment involved comparable trainee and 
non-trainee groups selected by a personnel officer in each company. A 
variety of conditions existing among tm companies precluded the use of 
random distribution of the subjects for experimental and control pur-
poses. Therefore, it was necessary to substantiate the comparability 
on the basis of the questionnaire responses and the evaluation techniques. 
:J/Formula j; = 'X-1 - X. a (N1 +N2 -2)(N, Na) (N,S 12+ N 2 522 XN,+Na) 
~J. E. Wert, c. 0. Neidt and I. S. Ahmann, op. cit., P• 173. 
The examination of the responses to the questionnaire subtitles 
indicated that the trainee and non-trainee groups could be considered 
comparable. It is noted that the non-trainees appeared to have more 
training in the area of human relations than the traineeso Perceptible 
differences are also noted in three additional subtitle areas. However, 
Chi-..,.square tests of significance sho·wed the groups to be non-significantly 
different at the .01 level of confidence in the ten subtitle areas. 
Additionally, in terms of years of military service, the study groups 
were found to be comparable. Finally, statistical tests in terms of 
the mean ages of the experimental and con.trol groups illustrated 
non-significant differences. In effect, the examination and statistical 
treatment of the questionnaire data showed that the trainee and non-
trainee groups could be considered comparable for the purposes of the 
experimentation. Further evidence of comparability is reported in the 
treatment of the test data, rating scale data, and interview responses. 
Comparability of the Study Groups in Terms of the Test 
A cornparison of the study groups in terms of the test involves 
statistical analyses of the mean values of the three subtests and 
total responses before training. Tests of significance for each 
subtest and the total test are also presented. Table XI shows the 
means, standard error of the means, standard deviations, ~ values and 
critical values at the .01 level of confidence for the scores on the 
File-Remmers, How Supervise? Form A Test, before training for the study 
groups. 
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TABLE XI 
FILEr-REMMERS, H01V SUPER. VISE? TEST - FORM A 
Means, Standard Error of the Means, Standard Deviations and ~ Values 
and Critical Value at the .01 Level Before Training for Trainees and 
Non-trainees (1). 
Subtest-Supervisory Pra.ctices - 17 items Critical 
Study Groups Value 
M es-x. es- t .01 Level 
Trainees 11.562 0.634 3.587 ) 
)-0.093 2.660 
Non-trainees 12.033 0.619 3.393 ) 
Subtest - Company Policies - 24 items Critical 
Study Groups Value 
M ox. 6 t .01 Level 
Trainees 12.344 0.490 2.722 } 
}-0.116 2.660 
Non-trainees 11.567 0.755 4.136 ) 
Subtest - Supervisory Opinions - 29 items Critical 
Study. Groups Value 
M 6i: 6 t .• 01 Level 
Trainees 13.719 1.232 6.969 ) 
)-0.166 2.660 
Non-trainees 15.467 1.404 7.688 ) 
Total Test - 70 items Critical 
Study Groups Value 
M 6~ 6 t .01 Level 
Trainees 37.625 2.120 11.994 ) 
)-0.085 2.660 
Non-trainees 39.067 2.071 11.344 ) 
(1) N = 62 - two non-trainees withdrawn. 
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With the exception of the subtest - Company Practices, 24 items -
the non-trainee group mean scores are higher than the trainee group 
mean scores. On two subtests and the total test, the non-trainees 
achieved higher scores than did the trainees. At this point, attention 
is called to the evidence previously reported in the analysis of the 
questio.rlmiire data, which indicated that the non-trainees had had more 
training in human relations before the Basic Course than had the 
trainees. Notwithstanding the evideP..c e of insignificant difference 
in this particular, the test scores of the non-trainees can be con-
sidered as reflecting the influence of the additional training. 
Examination of the standard error of the means and the standard 
deviations shows no magnitude of difference which is significant fOl' 
any of the subtest or even the total test scores. The t values 
-
reported for the subtests and the total test evaluate not only the 
difference between the means; i.e., the means of the trainee and non-
trainee scores, but also the difference between the two variances of 
the scores of these independent groups. Perceptible differences 
favoring the non-trainees are noted in the means, and in the ~ values 
on the subtest - Supervisory Opinions, 29 items - as well as in the 
total test, 70 items o However, all four i values (those for the three 
subtests and the total test) failed substantially to reach the .01 
level of significance value of 2.660. The null hypothesis can be 
accepted at the .01 level of confidence. In effect, the statistical 
tests disclosed that the existing differences in the mean scores were 
not significant. 
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Summary. Mean scores indicated slight differences which favor the 
non-trainees on two of the subtests and the total. In view of some 
evidence (see the section which treats the questionnaire data) of more 
bac.kground in human relations for the non-trainee group, one inter-
pretation_may be that the differences noted reflect this situation. 
However, the observed minor differences were non-significant by 
statistical test. On the basis of the obtained How Supervise? pre-
training test mean scores, the study groups may be considered comparable. 
Comparability of the Study Groups in Terms of the Rating Scale 
Comparability of the study groups in terms of the rating scale is 
determined by inspection of the modal differences for the items and 
by examination of the item and total frequencies in each value category. 
Comparisons of the study groups in terms of the rating scale are limited 
to self-appraisals and the appraisals by others, prior to instruction. 
To determine likely group differences, the self, superior and peer 
ratings are considered separately and then combined for treatment as 
composite appraisals. The items cannot be considered as homogeneous 
unitso Furthermore, it cannot be assumed tmt each is of equal value, 
or that all are of equal merit in a continuwm. Experience also has 
shown that weighting individual items on a rating scale is not particu-
larly significant or useful. The treauQent is, therefore, on the basis 
of modal differences and more detailed examination of noticeably deviant 
scale value frequencies which appear to be meaningful. The non-trainee 
frequencies must of necessity reflect the effect of unequal groups 
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(thirty-two trainees and thirty non-trainees) upon each item. VJherein 
the differences might lie due to unbalanced nwabers is not deterrninable. 
Nevertheless, the data can be compared within the restrictions imposed 
by this slight imbalance of study group numbers. 
Total frequencies in each category, though not composed of equated 
items, are useful as meaningful composites of the forty items. Table XII 
includes the rating scale values and the frequency of responses of the 
subjects by items prior to trainiP.g. 
Modal Differences. Inspection of Table XII reveals only five items 
(2, 3, 7, 8 and 31) with similar modes. Although the modal frequencies 
are alike for these five items, vdth the exception of one (3), they are 
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not found in the same scale value. Nevertheless, the items are few in 
number and the range of scale values is limited to two degrees or 
categories. Six non-trainee items have higher modal frequencies, whereas 
twenty-nine, or 72.50 per cent, trainee items include modes of greater fre-
quency magnitude. The modal differences range as high as ten frequencies 
which are identified ·with the trainee items. 
Item and Total Frequencies. In the "Not-At-All" (0) category, 
trainee frequencies range from zero to six; the non-trainee range is from 
zero to twelve. With the exception of one non-trainee item, frequencies 
for both groups are in single-digit figures. Only on two items are the 
frequencies identical, whereas the non-trainee frequencies for thirty-four, 
or 89.47 per cent, of the remaining items are higher. By more than twice 
the ruLmber of total trainee responses (183 to 84), the non-trainees 
indicated no need for training. 
Not At 
All 
Items 0 
1 0 
2 1 
3 3 
4 3 
5 2 
6 0 
7 5 
8 4 
9 1 
10 1 
11 4 
12 3 
13 3 
14 4 
15 4 
16 6 
17 0 
18 5 
19 1 
20 3 
21 2 
22 4 
23 1 
24 4 
25 0 
26 3 
27 0 
28 0 
29 2 
30 0 
.31 0 
.32 1 
.33 1 
.34 0 
.35 .3 
.36 2 
37 1 
38 2 
.39 .3 
40 2 
Total 84 
TABLE XII 
Rating Scale Values And Freqllency Of Responses 
Of The Sllbjects By Items Prior To Training 
Trainees - N = 32 Non-trainees - N = 30 
Scale Scale 
Very Some Very Not At Very Some 
Little what Mllch lfuch All Little what Mllch 
1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 
5 17 6 4 5' 8 11 4 
9 10 8 "4 7 10 7 5 
11 11 3 4 5 9 11 3 
6 12 7 4 4 11 8 4 
8 16 3 3 3 12 11 4 
6 14 7 5 3 7 11 6 
12 10 4 1 12 
.. 
7 8 1 
13 14 1 0 7 14 6 2 
9 16 4 2 6 5 10 5 
6 13 7 5 8 3 12 5 
14 10 2 2 8 8 9 4 
4 10 10 5 3 5 13 7 
10 14 4 1 4 11 8 2 
9 13 5 1 6 9 9 4 8 11 4 5 2 13 8 3 
9 12 4 1 3 9 11 6 
5 11 11 5 1 5 12 3 
20 6 1 0 7 14 5 1 
7 15 5 4 2 12 9 3 
14 8 4 3 6 11 6 4 6 18 5 1 4 8 9 6 
12 12 3 1 5 13 8 3 
12 14 4 1 2 11 13 4 
13 10 2 3 9 8 9 3 10 12 7 3 4 7 13 3 
22 4 2 1 9 12 6 0 
9 18 5 0 2 9 s 10 
6 17 8 1 2 7 1.3 7 11 1.3 4 2 4 11 10 2 
2 14 10 6 0 4 11 9 11 9 7 5 2 7 11 7 
7 10 7 7 2 8 9 6 
6 12 9 4 2 4 10 11 
9 19 4 0 3 9 9 6 
9 13 4 3 7 7 9 5 
1.3 10 5 2 5 8 14 2 
15 10 4 2 5 s 8 s 
18 s 1 3 7 11 9 2 
9 12 6 2 2 9 4 9 6 12 7 5 5 9 4 s 
391 490 204 lll 183 353 372 187 
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Very 
Mllch 
4 
2 
1 
2 
3 
0 
3 
2 
1 
4 
2 
1 
2 
5 
2 
4 
1 
9 
3 
4 
3 
3 
1 
0 
1 
3 
.3 
1 
1 
3 
6 
.3 
5 
.3 
.3 
2 
1 
1 
1 
6 
4 
105 
The 11Very Little" (1) category contains seventeen trainee and 
twenty-three non-trainee items with two-digit figures. The frequency 
range for the trainees is two to twenty-two; and for non-trainees, three 
to fourteen. For both groups the same number of responses occur on 
seven items. Eighteen, or 54.54 per cent, of the remaining trainee items 
have higher frequencies. In terms of the total number of responses, 
the appraisals of tre trainees shov<ed more need for training in this 
category than did the non-trainee group, by a ratio of 391 to 353. The 
net impression of the item and total frequencies in this category is 
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that the non-trainees needed less instruction to a slight extent. 
nsomewhatn (2) frequencies includes noticeably conspicuous differ-
ences throughout the items and in the comparison of the totals. Five 
trainee items have single digit frequencies, whereas there are twenty-
three for trainees. The frequency range for trainee items is six to 
nineteen; and for non-trainee items, four to fourteen. The frequencies 
are identical on one item. Thirty-two, or 81.53 per cent, of the un-
balanced trainee items have higher frequencies. Most of the individual 
item frequencies and the total (490 for trainees and 372 for non-trainees) 
clearly show that the cort rol group felt less need for training by the 
appraisals in this category. 
The ti.Much 11 (3) scale value includes one-digit frequencies on most 
items for both groups. Frequency ranges are one to eleven for the 
trainee group, and one to ten for the non-trainee group. Similar response 
figures occur on six items. Nineteen, or 55.88 per cent, o£ the remaining 
trainee items have higher frequencies. More than hal£ of the trainee 
item freqQencies and the total (204 to 187) give the impression that 
the trainee groQpts self-appraisals estimate more need for training. 
The foQrth category, "Very Milch" (4), contains item freqQencies 
which are of single-digit valQe thnmghoQt all items. FreqQency ranges 
are zero t9 six for trainees, and zero to nine for non-trainees. Seven 
items have identical response numbers; and twenty, or 60.60 per cent, 
of the trainee items inclQde higher freqQencies. ·with many of the 
trainee item freqQencies higher and a total ratio of 111 to 105, it 
appears that the self-appraisal of need for training favors the non-
trainees by a slight margin. 
On the basis of the comparison of modes and of conspicQous freqQency 
differences for items and the totals in each category, it is safe to say 
the self-appraisals by the SQbjects give the impression that the non-
trainees felt less need for training in hQman relation prior to instrQc-
tion than did the trainees. 
Table .xiii shows the rating scale valQes and the freqQency of 
responses of the superiors, prior to training. 
Modal Differences. Comparison of the modes for Table XIII shows 
only three items (2, 14, and 38) with similar figQres and these fall 
within the same scale valQe. Modal differences of higher magnitude 
occQr on nearly an eqQal nQffiber of trainee and non-trainee items (17 
trainee items and 20 non-trainee items). Non-trainee items have 50.00 
per cent of the higher modal freqQencies. The range of differences in 
modal freqQencies is not greater than six. FQrther examination of item 
and total freqQencies within each scale valQe denote more detailed 
differences. 
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Not At 
All 
Items 0 
1 1 
2 1 
3 3 
4 2 
5 2 
6 0 
7 3 
8 3 
9 0 
10 1 
11 7 
12 1 
13 4 
]1~ 4 
15 8 
16 7 
17 5 
18 11 
19 8 
20 9 
21 4 
22 3 
23 3 
24 6 
25 0 
26 8 
27 0 
28 0 
29 3 
30 0 
31 1 
32 2 
33 1 
34 4 
35 3 
36 4 
37 4 
38 3 
39 3 
40 n 1 
Total 133 
TABLE XIII 
Rating Scale Values And Frequency Of Responses 
Of The Superiors By Items Prior To Trainir~ 
Trainees - N : 32 Non-trainees - N = 30 
Scale Scale 
Very Some Very Not At Very Some Very 
Little what :Much Much All Little what Much Much 
1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4 
5 11 13 2 2 3 13 12 0 
7 12 11 1 0 9 12 8 1 
2 14 12 1 2 12 10 5 1 
2 17 10 1 1 9 14 5 1 
7 9 12 2 1 5 13 11 0 
5 14 12 1 4 3 17 5 1 
5 20 2 2 5 9 15 1 0 
6 17 5 1 4 14 11 1 0 
5 13 13 1 3 ' 5 17 5 0 
6 15 10 0 1 5 17 5 2 
5 13 4 3 4 7 14 5 0 
7 15 8 1 2 3 13 9 3 
10 14 4 0 5 11 11 3 0 
12 9 4 3 5 12 8 4 1 
9 7 4 4 4 9 11 5 1 
9 6 8 2 3 12 11 3 1 
5 11 7 4 1 13 11 5 0 
12 8 1 0 7 16 6 1 0 
8 8 5 3 3 10 10 6 1 
6 11 3 3 4 12 9 4 1 
7 10 10 1 2 11 12 4 1 
11 14 2 2 5 11 10 4 0 
10 16 2 1 2 12 15 1 0 
8 11 6 1 2 7 16 5 0 
6 17 9 0 1 8 11 9 1 
16 5 1 2 5 15 6 4 0 
8 17 7 0 2 5 14 6 3 
7 19 5 1 1 6 13 9 1 
8 16 5 0 5 6 11 8 0 
9 13 9 1 1 10 12 5 2 
7 14 8 2 1 8 17 3 1 
9 14 6 1 2 7 17 4 0 
5 15 11 0 1 5 12 12 0 
8 8 9 3 2 8 13 5 2 
5 17 7 0 3 7 14 5 1 
12 12 3 1 2 12 15 1 0 
8 16 3 1 1 13 10 6 0 
12 12 5 0 5 10 12 3 0 8 15 6 0 3 11 10 6 0 
9 15 6 1 1 8 14 5 2 
306 520 268 53 108 359 497 208 28 
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Item and Total Frequencies. Only five items have similar fre-
quencies in the "Not At All" (0) category. Trainees made no responses 
to six items, and non-trainees responded to all but one. Non-trainee 
frequencies reached a high of seven on one item, whereas six items for 
the trainees contained frequencies of seven or above. Frequencies are 
identical for seven items. On the remaining number, eighteen trainee 
items, or 54·54 per cent, have a higher number of responses. In this 
category the totals (133 trainee frequencies to 108 for non-trainees), 
as well as most of those for the individual items, give the impression 
that the superiors felt the trainee group needed less training in human 
relations than did the non-trainee group. 
In the second scale category, "Very Little 11 (1), seven items have 
identical frequencies. The trainee group recorded responses of ten or 
more on eight items, but the ccntrol group accumulated ten or more on 
precisely double this number of items, or sixteen. TVrenty, or 60.60 per 
cent, of the items without similar frequencies have higher response 
figures for the non-trainee group. The totals for all items (306 
trainee frequencies and 359 non-trainee frequencies) and frequencies 
for most of the items indicate non-trainees needed more instruction. 
nsomewhat" (2) includes only two items on which identical fre-
quencies occur. Nearly all items for both groups include double digit 
frequencies. However, twenty-one, or 55.26 per cent, of the items with 
unlike frequencies are weighted by higher trainee frequencies. This 
situation, plus higher total frequemies therefor (520 to 497), indicates 
greater need for training on the part of trainees as appraised in this 
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category by the superiors. 
The fourth category, 11Much" (3), involves as few as three non-trainee 
items with two-digit frequencies, but as many as ten for the trainee 
items. Only four items contain an equal number of responses, whereas 
twenty-five, or 69.41 per cent, of the items with unbalanced .frequencies 
have higher trainee frequencies. Again, most of the items and the 
total frequencies (268 to 208) indicate more trainee need for instruction. 
The "Very Much" (4) category is also noticeably weighted in favor 
of the non-trainees. Superiors appraised non-trainees on only twenty 
items, whereas they appraised trainees on thirty items. There are 
no two-digit responses for either group •. On the other hand, twelve 
items have identical frequencies. Twenty-one, or 75.00 per cent, of the 
items with an unequal nUmber of responses contain higher trainee fre-
quencies. The evidence included in the individual item data and the 
total frequencies (53 trainee group to 28 non-trainee group) clearly 
shows that the superiors rated the trainee~ as needing more instruction 
according to this category than the non-trainees. 
The modes ·are markedly different favoring non-trainees and although 
the .frequencies for the first two categories favor the trainees, 
appraisals made by the superiors on the rating scale give the over-all 
impression that the non-trainee group needed less training in human 
relations prior to instruction than did the trainees. 
Table XIV illustrates the rating scale values and frequencies of 
responses of the peers prior to training. 
Modal Differences. Table XIV contains five items with similar 
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Not At 
All 
Items 0 
1 2 
2 1 
3 1 
4 1 
5 1 
6 4 
7 4 
8 5 
9 3 
10 2 
11 4 
12 5 
13 4 
14 4 
15 6 
16 6 
17 3 
18 8 
19 3 
20 5 
21 5 
22 8 
23 4 
24 5 
25 6 
26 10 
27 5 
28 6 
29 7 
30 2 
31 4 
32 1 
33 4 
34 6 
35 2 
36 4 
37 5 
38 10 
39 8 
40 3 
Total 177 
TABLE XIV 
Rating Scale Values And Frequency Of Responses 
Of The Peers By Items Prior To Training 
Trainees - N = 32 Non-trainees - N = 30 
Scale Scale 
Very < Some ' Very Not At Very 3o.m.e Very 
Little what Huch Much All Little what Much Much 
1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4 
3 10 14 3 4 8 12 6 0 
6 14 7 4 3 9 10 6 2 
10 14 7 0 3 13 11 2 1 
6 19 6 0 2 12 15 1 0 
5 13 11 2 2 11 14 3 0 
6 14 3 5 2 9 10 6 3 
13 a 3 3 4 12 8 4 2 ~ 
8 16 3 0 5 13 8 2 2 
2 16 6 5 3 6 13 6 2 
6 14 8 2 2 12 8 7 1 
6 17 3 2 5 11 9 5 0 
3 9 10 5 6 8 9 5 2 
10 13 3 2 5 14 6 5 0 
10 7 7 4 9 7 6 6 2 
10 8 3 5 4 7 13 3 3 
10 10 4 2 5 8 9 6 2 
6 19 4 0 3 10 13 3 1 
11 8 3 2 12 7 9 0 2 
12 10 3 4 5 6 12 4 3 
10 12 3 2 7 6 14 3 0 
5 13 6 3 6 6 13 2 3 
8 11 3 2 9 8 11 1 1 
11 16 1 0 4 10 13 3 0 
7 13 6 1 6 7 9 7 1 
2 11 12 1 6 9 9 6 0 
8 10 3 1 8 11 8 2 1 
3 14 10 0 7 7 13 3 0 
5 12 9 0 7 8 11 3 1 
8 11 6 0 5 14 6 3 2 
5 14 9 2 3 9 11 5 2 
9 13 6 0 3 14 11 1 1 
11 lL~ 6 0 5 12 10 2 1 
3 12 13 0 5 3 15 6 1 
3 17 6 0 9 10 9 1 1 
9 14 5 2 9 7 7 6 1 
15 9 3 1 4 15 8 3 0 
9 11 6 1 7 11 8 3 1 
7 13 2 0 9 12 7 2 0 
8 12 2 2 10 9 9 0 2 
8 12 7 2 6 11 7 2 4 
297 504 232 70 219 382 404 144 51 
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modal responses. vath the exception of one item (37), the identical 
modes fall vd thin the same scale values • Seven non-trainee i terns and 
twenty-eight, or 70.00 per cent, trainee items have the greater modal 
frequencies. Modal differences range as high as seven. The modal 
frequencies appear to give the ~oression that the peer group appraised 
the non-trainees as needing less instruction than trainees. More 
specific information is provided by inspection of the item and total 
frequencies in each scale category. 
Item and Total Freguencies. Nearly all of the items in the "Not 
At All" (0) category have single-digit figures for both groups. The 
frequency range for trainees is one to ten, and for non-trainees two 
to twelve. Eight items include identical frequencies. The non-trainees 
have higher frequencies on twenty-five, or 78.12 per cent, of the items 
with unbalanced response numbers. According to the peer appraisals, 
mcs t of the item freq~encies and the totals (177 to 219) favor the 
non-trainees. In this category the peers indicated their feeling that 
the trainees needed instruction.more than did the non-trainees. 
"Very Little" (1), the second scale value, includes frequency ranges 
for trainees and non-trainees of two to fifteen and three to fifteen 
respectively. There are four items with the same frequencies, whereas 
twenty-seven, or 75.00 per cent, of the remaining non-trainee items with 
unequal frequencies are higher. This fact, plus the total frequency 
ratio of 297 trainees and 382 non-trainees, indicates that the peers 
felt that more of the non-trainees needed training according to this 
category than did the trainees. 
8l 
The 11Somewhat 11 (2} category shows another shift in the peer 
appraisals. With the exception of three items, the trainee frequencies 
are in two-digit numbers, whereas only about half of the non-trainee 
items are so recorded. Identical response numbers are limited to three 
items; and thirty, or 81.08 per cent, of the trainee items with unbalanced 
frequencies are higher. Most of the item frequencies and the totals (504 
to 404) indicate more need for training on the part of the trainees. 
In the fourth category, 11Muchn (3), all non-trainee frequencies are 
in single digits ranging from zero to seven. On the other hand, trainee 
items have six two-digit frequencies with an overall range of one to 
fourteen. Five items have identical response numbers. Twenty-six, or 
74.28 per cent, of the items with unequal frequencies include higher 
trainee response numbers. The total frequency ratio is 232 for trainees 
to 144 for non-trainees. This situation, plus the fact that most of the 
individual items are trainee-weighted, gives evidence that the peer 
group appraised the trainees as needing more instruction than the non-
trainees for this category. 
Again, in the uvery Much" (4) category, the non-trainees are favored 
by the peer appraisals. All items for both groups contained single-digit 
frequencies with a range of zero to five for trainees, and zero to four 
for the non-trainees. ~llelve items have the same frequencies, ·whereas 
eighteen, or 64.28 per cent, of the trainee items with unequal frequencies 
are higher. The total frequencies also favor the non-trainees by a 
ratio of 70 to 51. The net result of the peer group ratings, determined 
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by examination of modes and scale value frequencies, is an indicated 
feeling that the control group needed less training than the eA~erimental 
group prior to instruction. 
Table XV shows the rating scale values and frequency of responses 
made by the combined subject, superior and peer groups prior to training. 
Modal Differences. The combined appraisals recorded in Table XV 
reflect the separate group ratings. Similar modal frequencies are noted 
on but a few items, two in number (items 5 and 24}. The like modes 
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occur in the same scale value - "Somewhat" (2). Marked modal differences 
are indicated by the large number of trainee items with higher frequencies. 
Thirty-four; or 85.00 per cent, trainee items have higher modal frequencies. 
The differences in modes range as high as sixteen frequencies. 
Item and Total Frequencies. The pattern for the combined appraisals 
substantially follows that manifested by the individual groups (subjects, 
superiors and peers). Frequency ranges in the 11Not At All" ( 0) category 
for trainees and non-trainees respectively are two to twenty-four and 
four to twenty-six. Twenty trainee and thirty-one non-trainee items 
contain two-digit frequencies. ~ro items have identical frequencies, 
whereas thirty-four, or 89.47 per cent, of the remaining non-trainee 
items have higher frequencies. The low percentage (10.53) of trainee 
items with fewer frequencies and the total ratio of 394 for trainees to 
510 for non-trainees evidences a substantial feeling on the part of the 
three rating groups that the non-trainees needed less training. 
"Very Little" (1), the second category, includes two-digit fre-
;: .. ·-.·.·· --
TABLE 1.'V 
Rating Scale Values &1d Frequency Of Responses lfude By The Corabined 
Subject, Superior And Peer Groups By Items Prior To Training 
Trainees - N = 32 Non-trainees - N = 30 
Scale Scale 
Not At Very Some Very Not At Very Some 
All Little what Much Much All Little what Much 
Items 0 1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 
1 3 13 38 33 9 ll 19 36 22 
2 3 22 36 26 9 10 28 29 19 
3 7 23 39 22 5 10 34 32 10 
4 6 14 48 23 5 7 32 37 10 
5 5 20 38 26 7 6 28 38 18 
6 4 17 42 22 11 9 19 38 17 
7 12 30 39 9 6 21 28 31 6 
8 12 27 47 9 1 16 41 25 5 
9 4 16 45 23 8 12 16 40 16 
10 4 18 42 25 7 11 20 37 17 
11 15 25 40 9 7 17 26 32 14 
12 9 14 34 28 11 11 16 35 21 
13 11 30 41 11 3 14 36 25 10 
14 12 31 29 16 8 20 28 23 14 
15 18 27 26 11 14 10 29 32 ll 
16 19 28 28 16 5 11 29 31 15 
17 8 16 41 22 9 5 28 36 11 
18 24 43 22 5 2 26 37 20 2 
19 12 27 33 13 11 10 28 31 13 
20 17 30 31 10 8 17 29 29 11 
21 11 18 41 21 5 12 25 34 12 
22 15 31 37 8 5 19 32 29 8 
23 8 33 46 7 2 8 33 41 8 
24 15 28 34 14 5 17 22 34 15 
25 6 18 40 28 4 ll 24 33 18 
26 21 46 19 6 4 22 38 20 6 
27 5 20 49 22 0 ll 21 35 19 
28 6 18 48 22 2 10 21 37 19 
29 12 27 40 15 2 14 31 27 13 
30 2 16 41 28 9 4 23 34 19 
31 5 27 36 21 7 6 29 39 11 
32 4 27 38 19 8 9 27 36 12 
33 6 14 39 33 4 8 12 37 29 
34 10 20 44 19 3 14 27 31 12 
35 8 23 44 16 5 19 21 30 16 
36 10 40 31 ll 4 ll 35 37 6 
37 10 32 37 13 4 13 32 26 17 
38 15 37 33 8 3 21 33 28 7 
39 14 25 39 14 4 15 29 23 15 
40 6 23 39 20 8 12 28 25 15 
Total 394 994 1514 704 234 510 1094 1273 539 
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Very 
Much 
4 
2 
4 
4 
4 
0 
7 
4 
3 
6 
5 
1 
7 
5 
5 
8 
4 
10 
5 
8 
4 
7 
2 
0 
2 
4 
4 
4 
3 
5 
10 
5 
6 
4 
6 
4 
1 
2 
1 
8 
10 
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quencies on all trainee and non-trainee items according to the combined 
appraisals. Frequency ranges are thirteen to forty-six for the trainee 
items, and twelve to forty-one for non-trainee items. Four items have 
similar response numbers. Twenty-seven, or 75.00 per cent, of the re-
maining non-trainee items have higher frequencies. Sixteen, or 44.44 
per cent, or nearly one-half of the unbalanced non-trainee items, 
indicate frequency differences of one to three digits. This situation, 
plus the ratio of total trainee frequencies of 994 trainee to 1094 non-
trainee frequencies, gives the impression that, by only a slight margin, 
the non-trainees needed training. (This margin might have been balanced 
by ratings for two additional non-trainees who were vd.thdravm.) 
Frequencies for the "Somewhat" (2) scale value also have tvro-digit 
nwnbers throughout. Frequency ranges are nineteen to forty-nine for 
trainees, and tv1enty to forty for non-trainees. Only two items have 
equal frequencies. Thirty-two items, or 84.21 per cent, of the trainee 
items include higher frequencies. Total frequencies for the forty 
items are 1514 for the trainee group and 1273 for the non-trainee group. 
The frequency data for the individual and the total items favor the non-
trainees. 
The category "Much" (3) involves thirty-two items with two-digit 
frequencies for both groups. Four items have the same frequencies. 
The differences, however, exist in the magnitude of the frequencies. 
The trainee frequency range is six to thirty-three, whereas the non-
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trainee range is two to twenty-two. Thirty, or 83.33 per cent, of the 
trainee items, which do not have frequencies similar to the non-trainee 
items, accumulated higher frequencies. Total frequencies for the trainee 
group are also higher (704 to 539). Again the net result is an im-
pression, based upon substantial frequency differences, that the non-
trainees needed less training than the trainees. 
The fourth category, "Very Much" (4), includes more items with 
two-digit frequencies for the trainee group by a ratio of four to two. 
Frequency ranges for the trainees and non-trainees are zero to fourteen 
and zero to ten. Identical frequencies are recorded for three items only. 
Twenty-five, or 67.29 per cent, of the trainee items with unequal digits 
show higher frequencies for tre trainees. Total frequencies for tre 
forty items also are higher (234 to 184) for the experimental group. 
The appraisals by the combined groups - subjects, superiors and 
peers - show by modal differences and scale value frequencies that the 
non-trainees needed less instruction than the trainees prior to the 
instruction program. 
Summary. Comparisons of the rating scale data prior to instruction 
in terms of modal differences and of frequencies for the items in each 
value category and for the totals - i.e., the forty items - do not follow 
a consistent pattern throughout for the individual group or for the 
combined appraisals. However, there is no appreciable shift from one 
study group to the other. For the most part the separate group appraisals 
as ·well as the combined - four in the latter - favored the non-trainees. 
Comparisons of the separate group appraisals and the combined ratings 
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give the following impressions: 
1. Self-appraisals favor the non-trainees; i.e., non-trainees 
needed less training than did the trainees. 
2. Appraisals of the study groups by the superiors likewise are 
in favor of the non-trainees. 
3. Appraisals of the study groups by the peers also showed in 
effect that the non-trainees needed less training. 
The conclusion, therefore, can be fairly made that, prior to 
instruction, on the basis of the frequency data for separate appraisals 
and for co~bined appraisals, the feeling of need for training in human 
relations is not comparable for the two groups; i.e., the control and 
the experimental. Self-appraisals and the appraisals by others through-
out the analyses, showed that the experimental group needed more training 
in human relations than did the control group. 
Comparability of the Study Groups 
in Terms of the Interviews 
Exhaustive investigation of the comparability of the study groups 
involves comparison of the responses to the interview questions prior 
to instruction. Although the interview procedure has important limi-
tations, since there is no quantification of opinions, the response 
factors furnish comparable information in areas not otherwise probed 
by the nuestionnaire, test or rating scale. The variety of opinions ~ 11 . 
expressed for each inquiry proved to be numerous for both groups and 
!(See Appendix A 
87 
are reported as concept factors with freqQency notations at the inter-
view intervals. Table XVI inclQdes a sQmmary of the response factors 
and the freqQency data. Inspection at Pretraining shows that the fre-
qQencies have a magnitQde not greater than twelve, and most vary from 
one to five. There is a wide range of response factors in each concept 
area for the stQdy groQps. In concept area (a), $Qpervisor.y Responsi-
bility, seven of the twelve factors are common to both groQps. Concept 
area (b), Vrorker Relationship Problems, shows that eight or only one 
half of the factors are common. Concept area (c), Management Relations 
Problems, nine of the twelve response factors are common. It is noted 
that, althoQgh more than half of the total factors are alike for the 
stQdy groQps, important differences of kind do exist. Furthermore, 
inspection of the freqQency data shows that only foQr factors inclQde 
freqQencies of similar magnitude for both groQps and these are found in 
but two categories (a and b). FreqQency differences range from zero to 
three in two categories and zero to six in one. For the most part the 
freqQency differences for the factors are only one or two in integer 
valQe. Factors in each concept category Which have the highest fre-
qQencies for both groQps are: category (a), Obtain Cooperation, Main-
tain QQality, Maintain Equipment, and Improve HUman Relations; category 
(b), Job Assignments and Employee Morale; category (c), InadeqQate 
Communications and Not Enforcing RegQlations. Factors with the least 
freqQencies are: category (a), Maintain Discipline,_ Enforce Company 
Policies, Set Example and Keep Worker Confidence; category (b), Com-
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'.L'.IU:iL,t!; X Vl 
Summary of the Response Factors for the Three Interview Questions and 
Frequencies Therefor for the Trainees and Non-trainees at Pretraining 
(a) Vfuat Do You Consider Your Most (b) ~hat Do You Consider Your Most (c) What Do You Consider Your Most 
Important Responsibility as a Important Problem in Your Re- Important Problem in Your Re-
Foreman or Supervisor? lationship with the Workers in lations with Management? 
Your Group? 
. 
Factor ?r T NT Factor T NT Factor T NT 
1. Obtain Cooperation 7 5 Absenteeism 2 3 Coordinating Schedules 2 5 
Better 
2. Welfare of Workers 3 2 Complaints 0 1 Inadequate Communica- 6· 9 
tions 
3. Maintain Discipline 1 0 Transfer of Workers 2 0 Not Enforcing Regula- 5 3 
tions 
4. Keep Up Production 2 2 Merit Ratings 1 0 Conference Follow-up 1 0 
Needed 
5. Schedule Work Loads 4 2 Job Assignments 4 5 Discussion Groups 1 3 
Needed 
6. Maintain Quality 3 5 Employee Morale 5 11 COL\oany Policies Not 1 0 
Followed 
7. Enforce Company 0 1 Communicating Policies 5 2 Unfair Company 3 1 
Policies Practices 
8. Keep Records 3 0 Abuse of Reliefs 2 2 Management Not Support- 2 3 
ing 
9. Maintain Equipment 5 4 Lack of Job Interest 2 0 Job Not Understood 3 2 
10. Maintain Employee 2 0 Production Schedules 1 0 No Consultation on 3 2 
Morale changes 
11. Improve Human 2 4 Following Directions 1 1 Incompetent Employees 1 0 
Relations 
12. Set EKam.ple 0 1 Schedule Changes 3 0 No Problems 4 2 
13. Keep Vlorker 0 1 Quality Output 2 0 
Confidence 
14. Have Company Interest 0 3 Temperament of Workers 1 3 
15. Disciplining 1 1 
16. No Problems 0 1 
* T = Trainees; NT = Non-trainees ()) 
"' 
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plaints, Merit Ratings, Following Directions, Disciplining and No Problems; 
category (c), Company Policies Not Followed, and Incompetent Employees. 
The category (b), No Problems, factor has only one non-trainee response; 
whereas the category (c), No Problems, factor has four response frequencies 
for trainees and two for non-trainees. 
While certain factors appear to be more dominantly human relations 
in character than others, it is difficult to clearly determine relative 
significant weights for each. Additionally, frequency differences are 
not sufficiently pronounced to interpret conclusively that one group is 
decidedly more concerned with the human relations elements involved than 
the other. Nevertheless, it is suggested, at least, that the trainee 
group appears to be more concerned with dominant human relations factors 
than the non-trainees. In concept category (a), tvro trainees to four 
non-trainees believe the Improve HUman Relations factor is most ~oor­
tant as a supervisory responsibility. Also, by two to four, trainees 
consider the Maintain ~nployee Morale factor most important. The trainees 
are favored again in the Obtain Cooperation factor by five to seven 
frequencies. By three to five frequencies, more non-trainees are con-
cerned with the Maintain Quality fa9tor. And by zero to three frequencies, 
more non-trainees are concerned with the factor Have Company Interest. 
In category (b) the Employee Morale factor is an important 111orker unit 
problem for fewer trainees than non-trainees by a ratio of five to 
eleven frequencies. Some of the other factors favoring trainees 
slightly are: Absenteeism, and Temperament of Workers. The factors, 
Transfer of Workers, Schedule Changes, and Quality Output are problems 
I 
of concern to fewer non-trainees. In category (c) fewer trainees are 
concerned with the factor Inadequate Communications as a most important 
management relations problem by a ratio of six to nine frequencies for 
non-trainees.· Also, few trainees are registered for the No Problems 
factor by a frequency ratio of four to two non-trainees. And the factor, 
Coordinating Schedules Better, favors trainees by two to five frequencies. 
Summary. Inspection of· the interview response factors and the fre-
quency data gives indication that the study groups are limited in com-
parability. There are numerous factors in each concept category for 
both groups. The most important supervisory responsibilities, worker 
unit and management relationship problems may be viewed as being largely 
in the area of human relations. On the other hand, there are minor group 
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differences in the kinds of factors involved, as well as slight differences 
in the frequencies. Although inconclusive, the factors and frequencies 
appear to reflect differences in concern for more dominant human relations 
factors in each concept area which favor the trainees. 
The evaluation data and analyses involving changes as result of 
instruction are presented in Chapter V. 
. ~·-·. : •.. .:i"··-
CHAPTER V 
CHANGES AS RESULT OF INSTRUCTION 
With the exception of the questionnaire, the same techniques 
were used after training to determine the extent of changes effected 
by the training program.- Test data were analyzed to determine changes 
in human relations understandings. Treatment of the rating scale 
responses involved estimates of the extent of changes in the feeling 
of need for training as shown by self-appraisal and appraisal by 
superiors and peers. Responses to the interview questions were 
examined to determine by comparison of responses the extent 'of changes 
in understanding of human relations. 
Changes as Result of Instruction 
Measured by the Test 
The extent of changes in the understanding of human relations as a 
result of instruction measured by the test, Hovv Supervise?, is determined 
by analyses of the means and correlation coefficients for each subtest 
and for the total test for trainees and non-trainees. Data for the sub-
tests and the total test are presented in terms of the means, standard 
error of the means, standard deviations, and 1 values for tests of 
significance of the differences in the mean values. Coefficients for 
the How Suoervise? subtests and total test scores involve the follo·wing 
correlations: (a) Pretraining (Form A) versus Posttraining I (Form B); 
(b) Posttraining I (Form B) versus Posttraining II (Form A); (c) Pre-
training (Form A) versus Posttraining II (Form A). 
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Table XVII includes the means, the standard error of the means, 
standard deviations, i values and the critical value at .01 level for 
the subtest - Supervisory Practices, 17 items - for the trainees and 
non-trainees. 
Both study groups achieved gains in the mean scores on test Form B 
at the Posttraining I evaluation period. The gains of 1.300 (trainees) 
and 1.251 (non-trainees) in the mean scores are nearly identical. This 
close similarity in mean score gains reflects practically no effect of 
instruction for the trainee group as measured by the subtest - Supervisory 
Practices, 17 items- Form B, administered within a week after the ter-
mination of the training program. However, comparison of the mean scores 
on Form A administered before and after (Posttraining II) training shows 
greater gains in the mean scores for the trainees than the non-trainees 
by a ratio difference of 1.126 to 0.634. This greater mean score gain 
for the trainees is· important in view of the fact that it was made on 
the identical test form; i.e., Form A. Further examination of the Post-
training I and Posttraining II mean scores shows that the non-trainee 
group dropped back by a ratio of • 666 to .125 for trainees at the final 
evaluation period. Slight as the difference may be, the inference can 
be drawn that the trainees manifested less instability in the extent of 
change over the extended period as .measured by Forms B and {i, respectively, 
after training. 
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The standard error of the means and the standard deviations of the 
test scores for both groups are approximately identical before instructiono 
Differences for both items at the two posttraining periods are so small 
·- - ,:··· 
TABLE XVII 
Means, Standard Error of the Means, Standard Deviations, t Values 
and Critical Value at the .01 Level on the How Supervise?-Subtest, 1/ 
- Supervisory Practices, 17 items- at Each Administration for 
Trainees and Non-trainees. 
y 
Study Groups 
M 
Trainees 11.562 
Non-trainees 12.033 
Study Groups 
M 
Trainees 12.813 
Non-trainees 13.333 
Study Groups 
M 
Trainees 12.688 
Non-trainees 12 .. 667 
1/Pretraining - Form A 
Posttraining I - Form B 
Posttraining II - Form A 
Pretraining 
E3X. 6"" 
0.634 3 .. 587 
0.619 3·393 
Posttraining I 
a-x. 6 
0.536 3.033 
0.375 2 .. 052 
Posttraining II 
e-x. t!!3 
0.457 2.585 
0.958 3.328 
g/N = 62 - two non-trainees withdrawn 
Critical 
Value 
t .01 Level 
) ) 
)-0.093 )- 2.660 ) ) 
Critical 
Value 
t .01 Level 
) ) 
)-0.137 )- 2.660 
) ) 
Critical 
Value 
t .01 Level 
) ) 
)-0.004 )- 2.660 
) ) 
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that they are not significant. Tests of significance for the mean scores 
substantiate this. 
The non-trainees achieved higher mean scores on the test before 
instruction and at the first evaluation period after instruction. 
Trainee mean scores were slightly higher at the Posttraining II period. 
Nevertheless, the computed i values for each period for this parti-
cular subtest were far short of the critical oOl level of significance. 
The conclusion is that the e . .xisting differences are non-significant; 
the null hypothesis can be accepted with confidence at the oOl level. 
Both study groups made mean score gains on the subtest - Super-
visory Practices, 17 items - after instruction. On Form B (Post-
training I) the non-trainee group achieved the greater gain; on Form A 
(Posttraining n) the trainees achieved higher mean scores than did the 
non-trainees. Tests of significance for the mean scores at each 
evaluation period indicated that the existing differences in the mean 
score at those periods were non-si~nificant. Therefore, though trainee 
gains are indicated, insufficient evidence exists to conclude fairly 
that substantial improvement in the understanding of human relations 
was determined by the Posttraining II mean scores for this particular 
subtest. 
The means, standard error of the means, standard deviations, 1 
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values and critical value at the .01 level for the How Supervise? subtest -
Company Policies, 24 items - are presented in Table XVIII. 
At each evaluation period, before and after instruction, the mean 
scores for the trainee group are higher than those for the non-trainees. 
TABU: XVIII 
Means, Standard Error of the Means, Standard Deviations, t Values 
and Critical Value at the .01 Level on the How Supervise?-Subtest 1/ 
- Company Policies, 24 items - at Each Administration for Trainees 
and Non-trainees. 
y 
Study Groups 
M 
Trainees 12.344 
Non-trainees 11.567 
Study Groups 
M 
Trainees 14.688 
Non-trainees 13.933 
Study Groups 
M 
Trainees 14.156 
Non-trainees 11.03.3 
1/Pretraining - Form A 
Posttraining I - Form B 
Posttraining II - Form A 
Pre training 
tGX. 6" 
0.490 2.722 
0.755 4.136 
Posttraining I 
IS :X. t:;;23fj 
0.873 4·938 
0.938 5.138 
Posttraining II 
6:x.- G' 
0.609 3.447 
0.958 5-247 
g/N = 62 - two non-trainees withdrawn 
Critical 
Value 
t .01 Level 
) ) 
)-0.116 }- 2.660 ) ) 
Critical 
Value 
t .01 Level 
) ) 
)-0.104 )- 2.660 ) ) 
Critical 
Value 
t .01 Level 
) ) 
)-0.490 )- 2.660 
) ) 
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Conversely, in each instance the standard error of the means and the 
standard deviations for the non-trainees are higher. The differences on 
these latter items, however, are not of sufficient magnitude to be 
significant. Though the mean scores for the trainees are higher at 
the first after-training evaluation, they are not significantly greater. 
In fact, the Posttraining I mean score gains over Pretraining are nearly 
precisely the same for both groups: 2.344 (trainees) and 2.466 (non-
trainees). The net result is that practically no difference between the 
two groups exist in the mean score gains for the Posttraining I evaluation 
period on this particular subtest. 
At the second after-instruction evaluation period (Posttraining II) 
a situation similar to that reported for the previous subtest is manifest 
in this subtest - Co~oany Policies; to •nt, the trainee mean scores are 
appreciably greater than the non-trainee mean scores when co;npared with 
the results of the identical form (Form A) of the Pretraining period. 
The trainee mean score advantage is 1.812 to 0.534. Additionally, whereas 
on the Posttraining II test, the trainee group made substantial gains in 
the mean score values over the before-instruction mean scores, the non-
trainee group mean scores dropped back slightly in the same co1nparison. 
This mean score comparison supports the conclusion that the trainee 
improvement in the understanding of hQ~ relations as measured by this 
subtest was more stable and enduring than the non-trainee. It further 
illustrates the stability of the gains made by the trainee group over 
the extended period in contrast to the regression evident in the non-
trainee mean scores. This stability is appreciably marked by the greater 
downward shift of the nan-tra:inee mean scores in the comparison between 
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the Posttraining I and II periods. The comparison here denotes a 
mean score ratio of 2.900 for non-trainees to 0.532 for trainees. 
Tests of significance were computed for the before and after 
training periods. All three i values failed to reach the critical 
value of 2.660 at the .01 level of significance. Therefore, the null 
hypotheses can be accepted with confidence. Similarly, the differences 
in tha trainee group mean scores before and after training and the non-
trainee group mean scores for the like periods are sufficiently small 
to be non-significant. Despite these conditions, the data do indicate 
appreciable changes pointed out in the foregoing analyses; i.e., the 
trainee group maintained gains over the extended evaluation period 
whereas the non-trainee group dropped back to their previous before-
instruction mean score level on this subtest. 
The t.rird How Supervise? subtest ~ Supervisory Opinions, 29 items -
scores for each evaluation period are also reported as means, standard 
error of the means, standard deviations and i values for trainees and 
non-trainees in Table XIX. 
As had been previously noted, the non-trainee group mean score was 
the higher on this subtest before instruction. Immediately after in-
struction, however, the mean scores for the two groups are nearly identi-
cal. The inference is that the trainee group made the greater gain; this 
is supported by the mean score gain of 4.375 for trainees to 2.666 for 
non-trainees. Not only did the trainees show a greater gain at the first 
posttraining evaluation period on this subtest, but the holding of the 
gains made was substantially better than the non-trainees over the 
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TABLE XIX 
Means, Standa-rd Error of the Means, Standard Deviations, t Values 
and Critical Value at the .01 Level on the How Supervise?-subtest 1/ 
- Supervisory Opinions, 29 items - at Each Administration for 
Trainees and Non-trainees. 
\ y 
Study Groups 
M 
Trainees 13.719 
Non-trainees 15.467 
Study Groups 
M 
Trainees 18.094 
Non-trainees 18.133 
Study Groups 
M 
Trainees 16.219 
Non-trainees 15.633 
1/Pretraining - Form A 
Posttraining I - Form B 
Posttraining II - Form A 
Pretraining 
es:x. ~ 
1.232 6.969 
1.404 7.688 
Posttraining I 
6"-i. 
€3-
1.399 7.915 
1.328 7.271 
Posttraining II 
G'"X. 6" 
1.295 7.328 
1.207 6.612 
g/N = 62- two non-trainees withdrawn 
' Critical 
Value 
t. .01 Level 
) ) 
)-0.166 )- 2 .. 660 
) ) 
Critical 
Value 
t .01 Level 
) ) 
)-0.001 )- 2.660 
) ) 
Critical 
Value 
t .01 Level 
) ) 
)-0.059 )- 2.660 
) ) 
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extended evaluation period. The non-trainee group mean score dropped 
back nearly to the before-instruction level at the Posttraining II 
evaluation. Though the trainee group mean score also fell off at the 
same period, the loss is substantially less. At the Posttraining I 
period, the non-trainee group mean ~core drop was 2.500 to 1.875 for 
the trainee group. This situation assumes more importance in the com-
parison of the mean scores of the identical test (Form A); i.e., the test 
a~nistered at the Pretraining and Posttraining II evaluation periods. 
A repeat of the same subtest showed that the non-trainee mean scores were 
approximately identical (0.166 unit difference) at both administrations, 
whereas the trainee mean score at the second administration was 2.500 
units higher. As measured by the identical subtest, the trainee gains 
after instruction were not only greater but were maintained to a greater 
degree over the extended evaluation period. 
An examination of the standard error of the means and the standard 
deviations of the subtest mean scores shows that the existing slight 
differences are entirely non-significant. 
As reported in the analyses of the other two subtests, the existing 
differences in the mean scores for this subtest are non-significant. The 
t values reported for this subtest likewise failed to meet the critical 
value of 2.660 at the .01 level of confidence. By the same token, the 
mean score differences from Pretraining to Posttraining I and to Post-
training II are not of sufficient magnitude to be significant. The net 
impression is that the trainee gains, demonstrated in the analyses of 
the subtest mean scores, are perceptible and somewhat meaningful, al-
though there is insufficient evidence to conclude that the gains are 
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significant • 
Consistent 1rr.i.th the subtests, the total test scores are treated 
and reported in a similar fashion. Table XX includes the means, standard 
error of the means, standard deviations, t values and the critical 
value at the .01 level on the total How Supervise? test for the trainees 
and non-trainees. 
As could be e:xpected, the analysis of the total test data involved 
patterns similar in many respects to those of the subtests. ldke the 
subtests, the total test mean score is mathematically higher for non-
trainees before training; at the Posttraining I period the mean scores 
for both groups are quite alike; at the Posttraining II period, the non-
trainee group mean score nearly drops back to the before-instruction 
level, whereas the trainee mean score holds approximately to the Post-
101 
training I level, which is substantially higher than the before-instruction 
mean score. 
A comparison of the Pretraining and Posttraining I mean scores for 
the total test, as well as for the subtests, indicates that the trainee 
group made the greater gain, in this instance ?.656 trainees to 5.333 
non-trainees. From Posttraining I to Posttraining II, the mean score 
drop was far greater for the non-trainees than for the trainees; 6.067 
non-trainees and 2.343 trainees. This situation on the total test is 
comparable to findings for each of the subtests. In other words, the 
trainees consistently maintained the gains achieved as measured by the 
test at the Posttraining II period, while the non-trainee group mean 
scores tended consistently to return to the before-instruction levels. 
Boston University 
School of Education 
Library; 
TABLE XX 
Means, Standard Error of the Means, Standard Deviations, t Values 
and Critical Value at the .01 Level on the Total How Supervise? Test y 
- 70 Items - at Each Administration for Trainees and Non-trainees. 
y 
Study Groups 
M 
Trainees 37.625 
Non-trainees 39.067 
Study Groups 
M 
Trainees 45.281 
Non-trainees 45.400 
Study Groups 
lVI 
Trainees 42 .. 938 
Non-trainees 39.333 
1/Pretraining - Form A 
Posttraining I - Form B 
Posttraining II - Form A 
Pretraining 
G'X. 
€::> 
2.120 11.994 
2.071 11.344 
Posttra:lning I 
6~ G' 
2.262 12.795 
2.161 11.834 
Posttraining II 
6-x:. 6' 
1.890 10.691 
2.320 12.707 
gjN ::: 62 - two non-trainees withdrawn 
Critical 
Value 
t .01 Level 
) } 
)-0.085 )- 2.660 
) ) 
Critical 
Value 
t .01 Level 
) ) 
)-0.002 )- 2.660 
) ) 
Critical 
Value 
t .01 Level 
) ) 
)-0.213 )- 2.660 
) ) 
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Again it is noted that the Pretraining and Posttraining II mean 
scores involving the identical test form (Form A) are about the same 
for the non-trainees. The non-trainee group showed practically no 
change in mean score (0.266 difference) from before-instruction to 
the second afte~instruction evaluation on the total test. On the 
other hand, the trainee group gained in mean score over the same period 
by 5.313. 
The standard error of the means and the standard deviations for 
the total test very much like those for the subtests show no large 
differences; in many instances they are nearly alike and therefore are 
non-significantly different. The t values for the total tests, as \~ll 
as those previously reported for the subtests, did not reach the critical 
.01 level of significance of 2.660. The differences in the mean scores 
and the variances in the scores at each test administration for each 
group cannot be considered significant. Those mean score differences 
which exist in the comparisons of the evaluation periods likewise are 
not of sufficient magnitude to accept the null hypotheses involved. 
The net result of the above analyses is that the trainee group 
.made gains on the total test which were appreciably greater than those 
of the non-t:rainee group. Furthermore, for the most part, the trainee 
group gains were maintained over the extended evaluation period, whereas 
the non-trainee group dropped back to a level approximately the. same as 
before instruction level. Since, by statistical test, the differences 
between the mean scores of both groups are not significant, by the same 
token the gains of the trainee group, though observable and noteworthy, 
are of insufficient magnitude to be considered statistically significant. 
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Correlation Coefficients for the 
How Supervise? Test Scores 
The correlation data cannot in any way be construed to point out 
the effect of instruction, per se. Correlation coefficients simply show 
the relationship of the test scores obtained for the study groups at the 
evaluation periods. The purpose of presenting these data is to analyze 
the indices of correlation in terms of the significance of the relation-
ships shown thereby. The Pearson product moment computational method is y 
used to deterr.une the coefficients. This technique utilizes the raw 
scores as they appear in the distributions. In effect, the correlations 
demonstrate the reliability of the subtests and the total test by the 
method of test-retest involving alternate forms (Forms A and ]?,) as well 
as a repeat of the identical form (Form A). The product moment method 
measures ·whether the scores remain relatively the same at the evaluation 
periods. It must be noted that the time interval bet·ween Pretraining 
and Posttraining II is approximately nine months. Consequently, memory 
factors may not be considered a reflective factor in this interval. 
Since an alternate form (Form B) \~s used at the Posttraining I interval, 
memory factors probably are not reflected in this measurement. Table XXI 
illustrates the correlation coefficients for the How Supervise? test 
scores for both study groups before and after instruction. 
It is quite evident that the scores do not remain the same for the 
non-trainees on the alternate Form B on the subtest - Supervisory 
Practices. This situation is also true for the same subtest vmen the 
comparison is made between the scores of Form B and those of Form A at 
!}Formula 
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TABLE XXI 
Correlation Coefficients for the How Supervise? Test Scores Obtained 
Before and After Training for Trainees and Non-trainees. y 
. 
Study Groups Subtest - Supervisory Practices - 17 items 
r Pr Pt I r Pt I Pt II r Pr Pt II * 
Trainees .469 .519 .661 
Non-trainees .276 .226 
·541 
Study Groups 
Subtest - Company Policies - 24 items . 
r Pr Pt I r Pt I Pt II r Pr Pt II 
Trainees .511 
·555 .429 
Non-trainees .279 .720 .387 
Subtest - Supervisory Practices - 29 items 
Study Groups 
r Pr Pt I r Pt I Pt II r Pr Pt II 
Trainees .681 ·739 .709 
Non-trainees .631 .727 ·745 
Study Groups Total Test - 70 items 
r Pr Pt I r Pt· I Pt II r Pr Pt II 
Trainees .715 .738 -743 
Non-trainees .694 ·772 .653 
y N = 62 - two non-trainees withdrawn 
* (a) r Pr Pt I = PretrainiQg (Form A) vs- Posttraining I (Form B). 
(b) r Pt I Pt II= Posttraining I (Form B) vs. Posttraining II (Form A}. 
(c) r Pr Pt II = Pretraining (Form A) vs. Posttraining II (Form A}. 
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the Posttraining II period. The scores are so relatively dissimilar 
(.267 and .226 respectively) that there is but a slight relationship. 
A like relatively low relationship appears in the comparison of the 
Pretraining and Posttraining I scores on the subtest - C~~any Policies. 
This is also noted for the same subtest in the coefficient indices of 
the Pretraining and Posttraining II. The correlation coefficients for 
the subtest - Supervisory Practices - and the total test for both study 
groups, however, indicate a marked relationship. 
In terms of reliability, the longer subtest - Supervisory Practices -
and the total test coefficients show relationships which are marked and 
are practically similar for test-retest using alternate and identical 
forms. The slight differences in these coefficients, however, are not 
significant. The coefficients far the subtests - Supervisory Practices 
and Company Policies - are very low in several instances, particularly 
for the non-trainees. 
In as much as three of the non-trainee group correlation coefficients 
are widely deviant, a scatter diagram viill give some indication of the 
individual variant scores i~hich affected the resultant coefficients 
disproportionately. 
Figure I is a scatter diagram of the Pretraining and Posttraining I 
scores on the How Suoervise? subtest - Supervisory Practices - 17 items 
for the non-trainees. 
The bivariate distributions for this subtest clearly illustrate 
widely deviant relationships for several individual scores of the non-
trainee group. It is evident that many non-trainees scored substantially 
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FIGURE I 
Scatter Diagram of Pretraining and Posttraining I Scores on 
the How Supervise? Subtest - Supervisory Practices, 17 Items -
for Non-trainees. 
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FIGUF..E II 
Scatter Diagram of Posttraining I and Posttraining II 
Scores on the How Supervise? Subtest - Supervisory Practices, 
17 Items - for Non-trainees. 
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FIGURE III 
Scatter Dia6ram. of Pretraining and Posttraining I Scores on the 
How Supervise? Subtest - Coinpany Policies, 24 Items - for Non-trainees. 
Posttraining I Scores 
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higher on the alternate Form B in this particular subtest category. In 
fact, one non-trainee subject increased his score as much as 14 points on 
a maximum scale of 17 points. Several subjects made gains of as much as 
four to six points. VJhereas fourteen individuals increased their scores 
substantially on Fonn B, nine fell below their before-instruction 
standing on Form A. The additional significant factor is, however, 
that those who made gains did so by fairly sizable margins. The result 
of these gains and particularly the three of four widely deviant indi-
vidual scores reduced the correlation coefficients for the non-trainee 
on this subtest comparison to a very slight relationship. By comi>arison, 
the trainee group scores were moderately related. 
Figure II shoi~s the scatter diagram of Posttraining I and Post-
training II scores on the How Supervise? subtest - Supervisory Practices, 
17 items - for non-trainees. 
A comparison of these subtest scores points up the fact that a 
. definite shift from high scores on Form. B to lower scores on Form A 
exists at the Posttraining II evaluation period. This shift is in terms 
of nllffibers of subjects and score values. The former, however, is not as 
marked as the latter. In other words, the shift is more important with 
respect to the lower scores achieved on the readm.inistration of Form A. 
One subject lost as many as fourteen points in a test which involved a 
total possible scare o£ seventeen. The scores of other individuals were 
reduced by as much as three to six points. The effect of these radical 
shifts is reflected in the very low correlation coefficient ( .226) for 
the non-trainee group on the subtest in question. The trainees in a 
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like comparison showed a moderate relationship in their scores. Their 
scores tended to be more similar than did. the non-trainee scores. 
The scatter diagram of Pretraining and Posttraining I scores on 
the How Supervise? subtest - Company Policies, 24 items - for non-
trainees is shovm in Figure III.-
The bivariate distribution for this subtest and this comparison 
reveals not only a shift to higher scores, but a generally scattered 
group of scores; but one subject achieved a correspondingly like score 
at both test administrations. Apart from this note.tion, tv1enty of the 
thirty non-trainees improved their scores on the alternate Form B, which 
was administered at the Posttraining I period. This fact, plus the four 
pretraining scores which were improved by as many as eight to twenty 
points, contributed in large measure to the low correlation coefficient 
of .279. By a similar comparison, the .511 correlation coefficient for 
the trainee group scores indicates that their scores tend to have a 
moderate relationship, whereas the non-trainee group scores are but 
slightly related. 
Recapitulation 
Comparisons of the total test data in terms of Form A for before-
and-after training denote residual gains in favor of the trainees. 
On the other hand, the data for Form A versus Form B, and for Form B 
versus Form A indicate gains for the non-trainees which are appreciably 
greater than those for the trainees. In view of such evidence, it is 
important to refer to the comparability of Form A and ~ to establish 
the validity of the comparisons herein reported. 
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The authors of How Supervise? report reliability coefficients for 
combined Forms A and B of .87, and a single reliability index of .77 y -
(N = 828). A split-hal! reliability coefficient of .80 and .85 were 
obtained for one form on samples of 100 and 50 supervisors. No 
statistical evidence exists in the n1anual to confirm that Form A -
Form B scores really are comparable. It is safe to assume that in the 
absence of positive data yielding acceptable proof of identical forms, 
the unduly greater gains in mean scores for the non-trainee group 
occur simply because a different instrument was used, and the facts 
concerning what happened as a result of the training are obscured in 
the disparity. The extreme scatter demonstrated by the bivariate 
diagrams and the consistently lower correlation coefficients indicated 
in Figures I, II and III appear to corroborate the confusion inherent in 
the non-concomitance of the ms asurement instruments in question. 
The most valid comparisons would, therefore, exist in the data 
supplied by identical forms applied before and after training; i.e., 
Form A given prior to training, and Form A repeated at the second post-
training interval. The ;~an scores of the subtests and total test 
showed consistently throughout that the non-trainee group reverted to 
scores nearly comparable to that prior to training, whereas the trainee 
group maintained residual gains in their understanding of the elements 
of human relations examined by the test, How Supervise?. 
1(Q. W. File, H. H. Rermners, op. cit., P• 3. 
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Changes as the Result of Instruction 
Measured by the Rating Scale 
The extent of changes evident in the rating scale data is deter-
mined by inspection of the modal frequencies and by comparison of the 
frequencies of combined responses in each scale category obtained for 
the Posttraining I and Posttraining II periods. Further examination 
is made by comparing trainee and non-trainee items with highest per-
centage of frequencies and the percentage of total frequencies for each 
scale value at Pretraining, Posttraining I, and Posttraining II. Table 
XXII illustrates the combined frequencies at Posttraining I. 
Modal Differences. Inspection of the modal frequencies for the 
forty items in Table XXII reveals strong influences favoring trainees. 
As few as two items contained similar modal responses (15 and 25). 
These are recorded in the sa~ scale value on both items. A limited 
n~~er of five non-trainee items have higher modal frequencies, whereas 
thirty-three, or 82.50 per cent, trainee items have modal frequencies 
of greater magnitude. Modal differences on these items range as high 
as twent,y-three frequencies. More specific differences are evident in 
the detailed examination of the item and total frequencies for each 
scale value. 
Item and Total Frequencies. An examination of the "Not At All" 
(0) category shows the range of frequencies for trainees and non-trainees 
to be four to thirty-five for the former, and three to twenty-four for 
the latter. There are thirteen single-digit entries for trainees and 
eighteen for non-trainees. Four items contain similar frequency 
figures, whereas twenty-four, or 66.67 per cent, of the trainee fre-
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TABLE XXII 
Rating Scale Values And Frequency Of Responses Of Combined 
Subject, Superior and Peer Groups By Items After Training - Posttraining I. 
Trainees - N = 32 Non-trainees - N = 30 
Scale Scale 
' Not At Very Some Very Not At Very Some Very 
All Little what Mu.ch Much All Little what Much Much 
Items .0 1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4 
1 4 37 43 11 1 3 25 46 14 2 2 7 30 52 7 0 8 34 29 15 4 
3 10 42 36 7 1 10 28 40 9 3 
4 6 41 39 8 2 8 31 40 9 2 
5 8 34 46 7 1 9 32 31 15 3 6 7 22 51 14 2 6 24 43 16 1 
7 15 36 34 11 0 18 32 27 11 2 
8 11 53 23 8 1 10 42 28 8 2 
9 6 38 44 7 1 7 25 41 12 4 10 9 37 36 12 2 9 33 32 14 2 11 18 32 35 8 3 16 32 23 18 1 
12 8 26 52 9 1 7 16 41 19 7 
13 15 48 23 9 1 18 26 36 6 4 
14 16 37 28 13 2 18 32 21 14 5 
15 19 32 27 13 5 11 32 30 12 5 16 12 41 27 15 1 12 33 28 15 2 
17 8 40 34 12 2 10 32 26 16 6 
18 35 41 10 7 3 21 39 21 4 5 
19 17 34 28 15 2 9 31 30 16 4 20 27 23 32 13 1 13 36 25 12 4 21 16 30 31 16 3 9 31 34 13 3 22 14 48 26 6 2 17 36 28 7 2 
23 15 46 26 6 3 12 32 32 13 1 
24 17 42 27 8 2 16 35 21 14 4 
25 20 28 35 11 2 11 25 35 14 5 
26 33 43 12 5 3 24 38 21 5 2 
27 10 34 3.8 12 2 8 22 36 23 1 
28 9 38 43 4 2 6 28 36 18 2 
29 21 40 26 7 2 15 29 28 16 2 
30 4 40 36 13 3 6 21 43 13 7 
31 7 40 39 8 2 9 25 35 16 5 
32 8 41 37 7 3 9 31 38 8 4 
33 10 27 42 15 2 3 28 36 19 4 
34 20 41 29 5 1 14 33 29 12 2 
35 16 41 26 8 5 14 31 28 12 5 
36 16 48 25 3 4 9 36 37 6 2 
37 23 41 21 6 5 17 26 33 12 2 
38 18 50 20 5 3 18 37 24 8 3 
39 11 41 33 7 4 10 26 40 12 2 
40 14 34 33 13 2 7 24 37 16 6 
Total 560 1517 1305 371 87 458 1209 1289 512 132 
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quencies are of greater magnitude than those for the non-trainees. In 
terms of no training, the combined appraisals for the experiraental group 
indicated substantially less need than the control group. This is further 
substantiated in the total frequencies by a ratio of 560 to 458. 
All frequencies for both groups in the "Very Little" (1) category 
are expressed in two digits. The frequency ranges for both groups 
differ, however, \\ith twenty-t·wo to fifty-three for trainees, and· 
sixteen to forty-two for non-trainees. Only tvJo items contain equal 
frequencies. Thirty-three, or 86.84 per cent, of the remaining trainee 
items include higher frequencies. Total frequencies for the trainee 
group outnumber the non-trainee group by 1517 to 1209. The net result 
of the frequencies for the items and the total gives the impression 
that trainees are favored by the combined appraisals. 
Responses for the items in the 11.:3omewhat 11 (2) category are also 
recorded throughout in two-digit figures for both groups. Frequency 
ranges are ten to fifty-two for trainees, and twenty-one to forty-six 
for non-trainees. Two items have identical frequencies, whereas twenty-
two non-trainee items contain higher frequencies. Fifty-seven and nine 
tenths (57.89) per cent of the non-trainee item frequencies are higher 
than the trainees. Despite a situation seemingly in favor of the experi-
mental group, the magnitude of frequency difference among the items is 
slightly in favor of the control group: evidence is shown in the range 
of frequency differences--one to thirteen for the non-trainees, and two 
to twenty-three for trainees. Additional item frequency differential 
data show a total of 130 frequencies on sixteen trainee items with 
higher frequencies; whereas the twenty-two non-trainees, or 57.89 per 
ll5 
cent, with higher frequencies have a total of one hundred and fourteen. 
The total frequencies for the forty items show a ratio of 1305 to 1289, 
fayoring the non-trainees. In view of the unequal experimental and 
control groups and appraisals, therefore, the slight differences attri-
buted to the item and total frequencies appear to indicate reasonably 
comparable feeling of need for training as measured by the rating scale 
responses within this category. 
The fourth ca te,2; ory, "Much 11 ( 3), includes data cienoting appreciable 
contrasts. The trainee items have noticeably fewer two-digit fre-
quencies than the non-trainee items, by a ratio of 16 to 30. The fre-
quency range for trainees is three to fifteen co!IlPared -vJi.th four to 
twenty-three for non-trainees. Five items have the same frequencies. 
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Thirty, or 85.71 per cent, of the non-trainee items have higher frequencies. 
Frequency data for the items and total frequencies (all items -
371 trainees and 512 non-trainees) involve a high proportion of responses 
favoring the trainees. The frequency data give marked evidence of the 
greater non-trainee need for training at the Posttraining I Period for 
this category as appraised by the combined rater groups. 
A pattern of contrasts is illustrated by the frequency data con-
tained in the 11Very Much" (4) category apart from the fact that fre-
quencies are recorded in single-digit values throughout all items for 
both groups. The frequency ranges are zero to five for trainees, and 
zero to seven for non-trainees. Eight items have identical numbers 
of responses recorded. Ho·wever, twenty-three non-trainee, or 71.87 per 
cent, have higher frequencies. Nearly three-fourths of the non-trainee 
items had higher frequencies; further, the total non-trainee item fre-
quencies were higher by a ratio of 132 to 87; these results give the 
impression that the co,nbined appraisals in this category substantially 
favor the trainees. 
Summary. It can be stated that the combined appraisals, i.e., self, 
superior and peer groups, at the Posttraining I, clearly indicated the 
following: (1) modal frequencies favored the trainee group; (2) frequen-
cies for the items and the totals in four categories substantially 
favored the trainees, i.e., the trainees needed less training by sub-
stantial frequency margins; (3) the data appeared to show a comparison 
somewhat comparable in one category. In other words, there was no clear 
and significant evidence favoring the non-trainees; (4) finally, the 
combined appraisals after training contain evidence supporting the con-
clusion that the trainee group needed less training in human relations 
than the non-trainees at the close of the instruction period. 
Table XXIII consists of the rating scale·values and response fre-
quencies of the co1nbined self, superior and peer ratings for the 
Posttraining II period, or three months after the termination of the 
instruction. 
Modal Differences. Table XYJII shows a pattern of modal frequencies 
substantially consistent with that of the Posttraining I appraisals. 
Only one item has similar modal frequencies and these occur within the 
same scale value - "Somewhat" (2). Four non-trainee items have modal 
frequencies of greater magnitude. On the other hand, thirty-five trainee 
items,or 85.25 per cent, include higher modes. The range of the modal 
differences for these items is as high as twelve. 
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TABLE XXIII 
Rating Scale Values And Frequency Of Responses Of Combined Subject, 
Superior And Peer Groups By Items After Training - Posttraining II. 
Trainees - N = 32 Non-trainees - N = 30 
Scale Scale 
Not At Very Some Very Not At Very Some 
All Little what Much Much All Little what Much 
Items 0 1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 
1 3 37 43 12 1 1 39 39 11 
2 3 33 50 9 1 3 37 34 12 
3 7 40 42 7 0 6 36 42 4 
4 8 34 45 9 0 1 40 40 5 
5 4 41 41 10 0 5 33 40 11 
6 5 24 49 16 2 6 26 41 15 
7 12 35 35 12 2 11 43 25 6 
8 13 49 24 10 0 6 38 37 6 
9 8 32 44 12 0 6 27 42 13 
10 6 32 48 9 1 7 28 45 9 
11 11 35 37 9 4 12 34 30 12 
12 6 29 42 18 1 6 24 45 13 
13 11 45 29 9 2 17 33 31 7 
14 12 38 39 6 1 12 38 23 10 
15 13 41 29 9 4 11 28 32 15 
16 11 37 37 9 2 8 35 35 10 
17 9 33 42 10 2 7 31 33 17 
18 28 48 14 4 2 20 38 24 4 
19 8 43 33 11 1 15 28 34 11 
20 13 42 31 7 3 17 31 31 9 
21 8 36 44 6 2 9 29 36 10 
22 15 47 27 7 0 15 36 32 6 
23 10 45 35 5 1 13 37 34 4 
24 15 37 35 8 1 13 30 32 13 
25 10 32 1+3 10 1 7 29 39 13 
26 22 46 21 6 1 20 40 21 8 
27 4 34 48 9 1 3 30 40 17 
28 7 33 44 11 1 6 29 35 18 
29 14 45 31 5 1 8 38 33 9 
30 3 38 43 11 1 4 38 34 11 
31 8 35 41 10 2 6 30 45 7 
32 4 41 40 11 0 7 35 39 7 
33 11 45 29 9 2 17 33 31 7 
34 12 38 39 6 1 12 38 23 10 
35 13 41 29 9 4 11 28 32 15 
36 11 37 37 9 2 8 35 35 10 
37 9 33 42 10 2 7 31 33 17 
38 27 49 14 4 2 20 38 24 4 
39 8 43 33 11 1 15 28 34 11 
40 13 42 31 7 3 16 32 32 9 
Total 415 1545 1460 362 58 394 1331 1367 406 
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Item and Total Freguencies. A comparison of the combined frequencies 
for the trainee and non-trainee groups in the "Not At Ail" (0) category 
denotes ranges of three to twenty-eight, and three to twenty, respectively. 
Tl.ven ty-one of the trainee items have two-digit frequencies, whereas there 
are eighteen for the non-trainee iter.~. Five items have similar fre-
quencies for both groups. Twenty-one, or 60.00 per cent, of the remaining 
trainee items have higher frequencies. Total trainee responses for 
this scale value are higher by a ratio of 415 to 394. By reason of the 
unequal groups, this s.rrall margin of frequency difference (21) assumes 
less significance. The data suggest, however, that the combined ratings 
favor the trainee group. 
The "Very Little" (1) category, as with all the combined ratings, 
includes two-digit frequencies on all items for both groups, with ranges 
of twenty-four to forty-nine for the trainees, and twenty-four to forty-
three for non-trainees. Only three it ems have identical response 
figures. Of the remaining trainee items, thirty-two, or 86.48 per cent, 
contain higher frequencies. The substantial difference in responses 
to items and the tptal trainee frequency ratio of 1545 to 1331 for the 
non-trainees give the impression that, on this scale value, the combined 
ratings favored the trainees by a substantial margin. 
In the "Somewhat" (2) category there are also two-digit frequencies 
on all items for both groups. Frequency ranges are fourteen to fifty 
for trainees, and twenty-one to forty-five for the non-trainee group. 
Three items have like frequencies. However, twenty-three trainee items, 
or 62.16 per cent, have higher frequencies. The total trainee frequencies 
are higher, also, by a ratio of 1460 to 1367. The small percentage of 
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trainee items ~~th higher frequencies and the slight total difference 
of 93 in the light of unequal numbers tend to reduce the net effect. 
The data, nevertheless, suggest a somewhat comparable situation for both 
groups by the combined ratings in this category. 
The fourth scale value, 111\fuch" (3), reveals a marked emphasis, 
more pronounced by the unbalanced groups, indicated by an even greater 
margin in favor of the trainees. Though twenty-four of the trainee and 
twenty-three of the non-trainee items are in two-digit figures, the 
.nagnitude per item is greater for non-trainees. Six items have similar 
frequencies. On the other hand, tvv-enty-one non-trainee items, or 61.76 
per cent, have higher frequencies. Better than half of the non-trainee 
items have frequencies of greater ~agnitude. Total non-trainee fre-
quencies are also greater by a ratio of 406 to 362 for trainees. The 
evidence gives the impression that non-trainees as rated by the combined 
groups (self, superiors and peers) needed more training than the trainees, 
according to the data in this category. 
The final category, "Very Much" (4), also favors the trainees by 
a substantial margin. Both groups are rated by combined frequencies 
of single-digit fieures throughout. On seven items the trainee re-
ceived no ratings, yet the non-trainees were rated on all items but tvm. 
Frequency ranges for botheroups are: zero to four, trainees; zero to 
seven, non-trainees. Twelve items contained identical frequencies for 
both groups, whereas twenty-three non-trainee items, or 82.14 per cent, 
have higher frequencies. The total trainee frequencies are outnwmbered 
nearly two to one, or 58 to 102. The frequency data for the items and 
the total indicate by substantial margins of frequency differences that 
120 
non-trainees needed more training than trainees; the trainees are clearly 
favored. 
Summary. Despite the unequal numbers of the experimental and control 
groups, the frequency data of the combined rating scales, according to 
inspection of the modes and the item frequencies for each scale value and 
a comparison of the totals, show the following: (1) modal frequencies 
favor the trainees; (2) the frequency data in two categories below and 
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the two above the middle ("Somewhat" (2)) scale clearly favor the trainees, 
i.e., trainees were in need of less training than no~trainees in terms of 
the combined ratings; (3) the margin of differences in frequencies for 
items and the total in the 11Somevmat 11 (2) category are fairly comparable 
in view of the unbalanced numbers, though the data suggest slight weight-
ing in favor of trainees; (4) combined appraisals at the second post~ 
training evaluation period, by and large, contain evidence which clearly 
gives the impression that the trainee groups needed less training in human 
relations than the control group, the non-trainees. 
Comparison of the Total Frequencies for the 
Pretraining, Posttraining I and Posttraining II 
Combined Ratings in Terms of Percentages 
The comparison of the total frequencies of the combined ratings 
involves an exam~ination of the higher frequency percentages for trainee 
and non-trainee items in each scale value, and of the total frequencies 
for the forty items obtained at each administration - Pretraining, Post-
training I and Posttraining II. 
Table XXIV illustrates the extent of changes in the percentages of 
trainee and non-trainee items, with higher frequencies of all items in 
each scale category. 
TABLE XXIV 
Comparison of the Percentage of Total Ite~s (40) in Each 
Rating Scale Value Vuth the Higher Frequencies Favoring 
Trainees or Non-trainees at Each Adninistration. 
Rating Scale - Percentage of Higher Frequencies 
Rating Period Not At All (0) 
Per Cent 
Pre training 89.47 N.T.~~ 
Posttraining I 66.67 T. 
Posttraining II 60.00 T. 
~---· 
------------- - - ---------
~~ N.T. = Non-trainee Items 
iHt- T.. :: Trainee Items 
Very Little (1) Somewhat (2} Much (3) 
Per Cent Per Cent Per Gent 
75.00 NoT. 84.21 T. *i~ 83.33 T. 
86.84 T. 57.89 N.T. 85.71 N.T. 
86.48 T. 62.16 T. 61.76 N .T. 
-~----------~~ ~------- - -~~------ --------~ 
I 
Very Dthch (4) 
Per Gent 
67.29 T. 
71.87 N.T. 
82.14 N.T. 
------- --
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In the scale category indicating no need for training - ''Not At All" 
(0) - nearly nine-tenths of the items vd.th unequal frequencies contain 
higher response frequencies for non-trainees prior to instruction; whereas 
at the Posttraining I ratings, 66o67 per cent are higher in nwmber for 
trainees. At the Posttraining II period the percentaee (60.00) reflected 
only slight loss. 
The "Very Little" (1) category follows a similar pattern by a sub-
stantially larger percentage margin for the Posttraining I period (75.00 
per cent of combined freauencies for all unbalanced non-trainee items, 
compared to 86.84 per cent for the trainee items.) This extent of per-
centage change is nearly imperceptible at the Posttraining II combined 
ratings, vdth a difference of only three-tenths per cent. 
The third category of the scale value presents a less stable 
picture, vdth the combined ratings favoring non-trainees by the higher 
percentage of 84.21 before instruction. Ho-wever, the items are near 
the fifty per cent level of frequency in responses for both groups at 
Posttraining I, though slightly favoring non-trainees by a 7.89 per cent 
margin. The apparent loss between these two periods is more pronounced 
by the gains on the trainee items, represented by 62.16 per cent of fre-
quencies at the Posttraining II ratings. 
More pronounced extent of changes in the frequency of responses 
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are manifest in the 11Much 11 (3) category. Eighty-three and three-tenths 
(83.33) per cent of the trainee items with unequal number of responses have 
higher frequencies for the combined ratings before instruction; whereas 
there are 85.71 per cent of the non-trainee items at Posttraining I. 
Although this situation holds at the Posttraining II ratings, there exists 
a substantial loss represented by 61.76 per cent for non-trainee items. 
The "Very Mu.ch 11 (4) scale value frequencies present a similar 
pattern with interesting variations. Before instruction, more than half 
(66.67 per cent) of the items without identical response frequencies show 
higher frequencies for trainees. On the other hand, there is a marked 
shift to non-trainee items at Posttraining I (71.87 per cent), which is 
even more pronounced in the Posttraining II ratings by a percentage of 
82.14. 
On the basis of the percentage of items with higher frequency of 
responses on the combined ratings for trainees and non-trainees, the net 
impression suggests the following: (1) prior to instruction, the experi-
mental group needed more training in human relations than did the non-
trainees; (2) at the close of the training sessions, trainees needed less 
training than did non-trainees; (3) the Posttraining I situation pre-
vailed three months after instruction. 
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Table XXV presents a comparison of the percentage of total frequencies 
(3840) for trainee items and total frequencies (3600) for non-trainee 
items in each scale value category of the combined rat~~s. 
For the nNot At All" (0) category, percentagewise, the non-trainee 
ratings indicated less need for instruction prior to training; whereas 
Posttraining I ratings shifted in weight to trainees by item frequency 
percentages of 14.58 to 12.72. However, there is practically no 
contradistinction in the Posttraining II percentages of 10.80 trainee 
items and 10.94 non-trainee items. 
The "Very Li ttlelf (1) category shows a higher percentage of total 
TABLE XXV 
Comparison of the Percentage of Total Frequencies in Each Rating 
Scale Value for Trainees and Non-trainees at Each Administration 
Rating Scale - Percentage of Total Frequencies 
Not At All (0) Very Little (1) Somewhat (2) Much (3) 
Rating Period 
Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent 
T .. ~r N.T.iHr T. N .. T4 T4 N.,T4 T .. N.T. 
Pre training 10.26 14.16 25.88 30.38 39.42 35.36 18.33 14.97 
Posttraining I 14.58 12.72 39.50 33.58 33-98 35.80 9.66 14.22 
Posttraining II 10.80 10.94 40.23 36.97 38.02 37.97 9.42 ll.27 
--------
* T. = Trainee Items 
i'r-'A- N. T. = Non-trainee Items 
Very Much (4) 
Per Cent 
T. N.T. 
6.09 5.ll 
2.26 3.66 
1.51 2.83 
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frequencies on all items for non-trainees at Pretraining, but the shift 
is to the trainee items at both the Posttraining I and II administrations. 
Although the percentage for non-trainee items at the third evaluation 
shows a gali1, the trainee items percentage reflects favorable appraisals 
by 40.23 and 36.97 percentages. 
Instability reflected in the higher frequency percentages for items 
is similarly reflected in the "Somewhat" (2) scale value of total fre-
quencies. Pretra.ining and Posttraining II appraisals contain higher 
frequency percentages of the total trainee items; yet the Posttraining I 
percentages are smaller for trainee items by 33.98 to 35.80. Possibly, 
this situation is reflected in a general shift in higher percentages 
for trainees to the lower end of the scale. An inspection of the per-
centages shows practically little shifting at the Posttraining ratings 
of non-trainees. 
At the •'Much" (3) scale level for Pretraining combined appraisals, 
a higher percentage of total trainee frequencies exists by 18.33 to 
14.97. However, at the Posttraining I evaluation the non-trainee fre-
quency percentage holds about the same (14.22), and the trainee fre-
quency percentage is nearly halved (9.66). This situation reflects a 
marked shift in the feeling that trainees need less instruction in so 
far as this category is concerned. At the Posttraining II period there 
.is sustained residual shift manifested by the 9.42 percentage for 
trainees. The percentage of total frequencies drops only by 2.95 for 
the non-trainee items, which represents rather small loss. 
The last category, 11Very Much 11 (4), also reflects by a small 
percentage marr;in (6.09 to 5 .11) appraisals which indicate more need 
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for trainee instruction prior to the program. This situation is altered 
markedly by the Posttraining I appraisals, wherein the percentage of 
total trainee item frequencies is 2. 26 to 3.66 for the non-trainee items. 
The percentage ratio is noticeably the same, though somevvhat smaller in 
units (1.51 to 2.83), at the Posttraining II period. In other words, 
the residual gains reflected in the appraisals are sustained at the 
Posttraining II period. 
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Slliumary. Examination of the separate self, superior and peer 
appraisals prior to instruction indicated a feeling that non-trainees 
needed less training in human relations than did the trainees. As 
e~ected, similar results appeared in the data of the combined ratings. 
Inasmuch as the combined appraisals reflected situations similar to the 
separate appraisals, Posttraining I and II ratings are also combined. 
Analyses of the combined posttraining data showed a .-narked shift in 
feeling for need of instruction. VJhereas, prior to instruction, non-
trainees are appraised to have less need for instruction, the combined 
Posttraining I appraisals actually indicated that the trainee group needed 
less training in human relations. The direction of the shift is also 
maintained at the extended period of appraisals (Posttraining II). FUrther 
evidence supporting the above changes in feeling is contained in the per-
centage of items 1:vith higher response frequencies and the comparisons of 
the percentage of total frequencies in each scale value. The foregoing 
results of the combined appraisal data are tantamount to an expression of 
a decreased feeling of need for trainee instruction in human relations as 
a result of the training received. The feeling of less need for trainee 
instruction is also maintained as a residual change at the Posttraining 
II evaluation •. 
Changes as the Result of Instruction 
Determined by the Interviews 
Table XXVI presents a summary of the response factors involved in 
the three questions at each interview period. 
Inspection of the response factors and the frequency data included 
in Table .X:M for the Posttraining I interval shows minor changes in-
volving the elimination of certain response factors and slight shifts 
in the frequencies. No Response factors are dropped by both groups, 
but for all categories the non-trainees did not respons to tvio Pre-
training factors, and the trainees to one factor. At Pretraining, only 
four factors have similar frequencies. However, at Posttraining I, the 
nruuber increased to seven. In the concept category (a), there are nine 
trainee factors and eight non-trainee factors with no Posttraining I 
frequency changes, and on six factors no changes occurred for both 
groups. Trainee gains of one and t1vo frequencies are registered for 
factors, Welfare of Harkers and Improve Hwnan Relations; and single 
frequency losses are recorded for Keep Records, Schedule Yfork Loads 
and ][.1aintain Eguipment. A non-trainee gain of three frequencies is 
recorded for the factor Imnrove Human Relations, and a single frequency 
gain appears for Schedule 1~rk Loads. Non-trainee single-frequency 
losses .are registered for the factors w·elfare of llorkers, Enforce 
Company Policies, Keep 1iJ'orker Confidence, and Have Company Interests. 
Whereas the trainee gains appear to be in dominant human relations 
areas and trainee losses in possibly less dominant factors, the non-
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Summary of the Response Factors for the Three QQestions and FreqQencies 
Therefor for the Trainees and Non-trainees at Each Interview 
(a) ~ihat Do YoQ Consider Your Most (b) What Do You Consider YoQr Most 
Important Responsibility as a Important Problem in Your Re-
Foreman or Supervisor? lationship With the 11orkers in 
Your Group? 
-i~ T NT T NT Factor ~He- 1 2 3 1 2 3 Factor 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1. Obtain Cooperation 7 7 7 5 5 5 Absenteeism 2 2 1 344 
2. Welfare of Workers 3 4 4 2 11 Complaints 0 0 0 111 
3. Maintain Discipline 111 0 0 0 Transfer of Workers 2 11 0 0 0 
4. Keep Up ProdQction 2 2 2 2 2 2 Merit Ratings 111 0 0 0 
5. Schedule Work Loads 4 3 3 2 3 3 Job Assignments 4 3 3 5 5 5 
6. Maintain Quality 3 3 3 5 5 5 Ernployee Morale 5 8 9 lll2J2 
7. Enforce Co1npany 0 0 0 1 0 0 Communicating Policies 5 5 6 2 11 
Policies 
8. Keep Records 3 2 2 0 0 0 Abuse of Reliefs 2 2 2 2 2 2 
9. "Maintain Equipment 54 4 444 Lack of Job Int. erest 2 2 2 0 0 0 
10. Maintain Employee 2 2 2 0 0 0 Production Schedules 1 2 2 0 0 0 
Morale 
11. Improve Human 244 4 7 7 Following Directions 1 1 1 111 
Relations 
12. Set Example 0 0 0 111 Schedule Changes 3 3 3 0 0 0 
13. Keep Worker 0 0 0 1 0 0 Quality Output 2 1 1 0 0 0 
Confidence 
14. Have Company Interest 0 0 0 3 2 2 Te1nperament of Workers 110 3 2 2 
15. Disciplining 1 0 0 111 
16. No Problems 0 0 0 111 
oi} T = Trainees; NT = Non-trainees 
?Hf 1 = Pretraining 
2 = Posttraining I 
3 = Posttraining II 
{c) What Do You Consider Your Most 
Important Problem in YoQr Re-
lations With Management? 
T NT Factor 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Coordinating SchedQles 2 2 2 5 5 5 
Better 
Inadequate Co~~unica- 6 2 2 9 6 6 
tions 
Not Enforcing Regula- 5 5 5 3 3 3 
tions 
Conference Follow-up 1 3 3 0 2 2 
Needed 
Discussion Groups 1 2 2 3 3 3 
Needed 
Company Policies Not 1 11 0 0 0 
Followed 
Unfair Company 3 3 3 111 
Practices 
Management Not Support- 244 3 2 2 
ing 
Job Not Understood 3 2 2 2 2 2 
No Consultation on 3 3 2 2 4 4 
Changes 
Incompetent Employees 111 0 0 0 
No Problems 4 4 5 2 2 2 
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trainees seem to make similar types of gains with only one exception 
worthy of note; namely, Schedule Work Loads. 
In concept category (b) no changes in trainee frequencies occur 
for ten factors, and no charges for non-trainees occur for twelve factors. 
Seven factors, or less than half, include no changes for both groups. 
The trainees show the greater gain of three frequencies for the factor 
Employee Morale. A loss of one frequency each occurs for trainees on 
factors Transfer of Workers, Job Assignments, Quality Output, and 
Disciplining. The non-trainees made single frequency gains on two 
factors, Absenteeism and Employee MOrale. Single frequency losses 
occur for non-trainees on. factors Communicating Policies and Tempera~ent 
of Workers. It would appear that in category (b), at least, trainees are 
concerned in unit worker relationships with the more dominant human re-
lations problem of Employee Morale after training than non-trainees. 
In concept category (c), there are seven trainee factors and eight 
non-trainee factors with no Post training I freqllency changes. Six, or 
one half of the factors common to both groups, have no frequency changes. 
The trainee frequency gains occur on the three factors Conference Follow-
up Needed and :Hanagement Not Supporting, two frequencies each; and 
Discussion Groups Needed, one frequency. A four-frequency trainee loss 
occurs for factor Inadequate Communications, and a one-frequency loss for 
Job Not Understood. For non-trainees, freqllency gains of two occur for 
130 
tvw factors, Conference Foilov.t-up Needed and No Consultation on Changes • 
Non-trainee freqllency losses occur for two factors: Inadequate Communi-
cations, three frequencies; and Management Not Supporting, two frequencies. 
It is note:.vorthy that the largest gains and losses occur for the same 
I'_ -
i-
factors for both study groups. Also, the gains are similar on the 
factor Conference Follow-up Needed. The shifts are sufficiently com-
parable to fairly preclude suggestive interpretation of import. 
Although the evidence based on inspection of the changes in 
response factors and the frequencies is inconclusive, there is the 
suggestion, at least, that the most important gains in dominant human 
relations supervisory responsibility factors favor even more trainees-
after training than prior to instruction. In concept category (b), it 
appears that the trainees indicate more unit worker problems, particularly 
in Employee Morale, than non-trainees after instruction. One possible 
interpretation is that certain dominant hwnan relations factors become 
more of a trainee concern as problems in this concept area after instruc-
tion than before. In concept category (c), the response factors and 
frequencies appear insufficiently differentiated to clearly distinguish 
noteworthy changes. 
The results of the interview responses at Posttraining II may be 
viewed, for the most part, as negative. 
The factors and frequencies which occur at Posttraining I prevail 
throughout the Posttraining II interval, principally as residual changes 
for the trainees as well as for the non-trainees. The only changes 
worth noting are the single-frequency shifts which occur for two trainee 
factors in concept category (b), and for one trainee factor in category 
(c). In category (b), one trainee gain is registered for the factor 
Employee Morale and Communicating Policies; whereas one less frequency is 
shown for the factors Ab$enteeism and Tem-oerament of Workers • In 
category (c), the trainees record a gain of one frequency for the factor 
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No Problems, and a loss for No Consultation on Changes. 
Throughout the factors in all concept areas for both groups, there 
are changes in kind and frequencies. An essential question inherent in 
the trainee changes noted at Posttraining I and II therefore, is: do these 
changes reflect effects of the .instructional program? Obviously, changes 
for the non-trainee group cannot be attributed to instructional effects. 
Furthermore, there exists no evidence in the trainee information obtained 
by the interviews which contradicts the contention that the changes are 
chance effects, or that they are reflections of situational conditions 
which prevailed at the time of the interviewso Therefore, it is difficult 
to make valid conclusions involving instructional effects or to asswne 
that the interviews fairly deter.mined changes resulting from instruction. 
s~mnary. ~nination of the Posttraining I concept factors and 
frequencies contained in Table XXVI indicate few changes which show 
significantly important differences betv.reen the study groups after 
instruction. Nevertheless, there is a possible suggestion that more 
trainees are concerned with dominant human relations supervisory responsi-
bilities, while more non-trainees are concerned ·with unit worker problems. 
In the management relationship area. enough undifferentiated results occur 
to preclude marked changes favoring one group or the other. The situation 
at Posttraining I prevails essentially for Posttraining II. Finally, 
results of the interviews provide no valid basis for concluding that the 
changes which occur at the evaluation periods reflect instructional 
influences. 
Chapter VI includes a summarization of the findings, conclusions, 
limitations and suggestions for further study. 
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Clt\PTER VI 
SUlviMARY &ID CONCLUSIONS · 
This chapter summarizes the research, including exhaustive 
examination of the comparability of the experimental and control groups, 
changes of understandings in human relations as determined by a test 
and interviews, and the decrease in the feeling of need for training in 
human relations as .measured by self appraisals and the appraisals of 
others. The discussion also includes conclusions concerning the evalua-
tive phase of the investigation, a statement of the limitations of the 
experimentation and sets forth suggestions for further study. 
Comparability of the Study Groups 
At the outset of the investigation it was planned to use a random 
distribution technique to establish comparable trainee and non-trainee 
groups. However, various industrial management policies and plant 
operational practices indicated randomization was not feasible. To 
protect the study, comparisons were made on the basis of certain data 
secured by a questionnaire, pretest, rating scale and interviews. Treat-
ment of these data fairly established the follovdng: 
The Questionnaire.· Inspection of the questionnaire data obtained 
for ten categories within three areas of information (General, Kmployment, 
and Human Relations Training) indicated no important differences other 
than the fact that the non-trainees had had more training in human 
relations. Verification by statistical Fisher i tests of significance 
further demonstrates that the differences which exist are non-significant 
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at the .01 per cent level of confidence. AlthoQgh non-significant, 
statistical treatment nevertheless did show perceptible evidence 1~1ich 
is consistent with the inspection info~~tion of more non-trainee group 
training in hwnan relations prior to the instrQctional program under 
investigation. Mean values of the age and military service variables 
are so slight as to be practically similar in magnitude and quite 
comparable. On the basis of the qQestionnaire data obtained, the 
experimental and control groQps COQld be considered comparable with 
the discernible variation noted. 
The Test. The test, File-Renuners How Supervise? Form A was adminis-
tered as a pretest. Fisher i tests of significance for small sanple 
groups were calculated for three subtests (Supervisory Practices, Company 
Policies, and Supervisory Opinions) and for the total test scores. The 
hypotheses concerning group comparability in mean scores for these tests 
are also verified statistically at the .01 per cent level of confidence; 
differences in the c~~put~d mean scores are found to be non-significant. 
Despite the evidence of statistical non-significance, the non-trainee 
mean scores are of greaten raagnitude for two of the subtests and for the 
total test. These mean score variations suggest that the differential 
evidence of more human relations trainiP~ manifested by the questionnaire 
data is reflected in the test scores. In terms of the pretest mean 
scores, the trainees and non-trainees can be considered comparable. 
Observable slight mean score differences, however, give the im,pression 
that the non-trainee group is somewhat favored by pre-experimental human 
relations training. 
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The Rating Scale. Administration of the rating scale, A Survey of 
Supervisory Needs in Human Relations Training, required self appraisals 
and the appraisals by others (Superiors and Peers) at pre-and post-
training intervals. The data results are treated as ratings by separate 
and combined groups. Analyses of the frequency of responses by items 
in each value category and totals for the forty items according to the 
separate group appraisals, indicated a feeling that the control group 
needed less instruction in hwnan relations than did the experimental 
group. As might be expected, the combined appraisals reflected a 
similar feeling. The int~rpretation of the rating scale data is tanta-
mount to an affirmation of the deviation strand discernible throughout 
the questionnaire and test data. In other ·words, the dominant differ-
ential factor of human relations training favoring non-trainees prior 
to the Management Development Program is noticeably consistent throughout 
the questionnaire, test and rating scale data, though decidedly marked 
in the latter. 
The Interviews. Responses to the interviews are inspected to 
denote important differences in supervisory concept factors in three 
areas. Designed to explore concepts of supervisory responsibility and 
human relatj_onship proble:.tS at two levels (unit workers and .management), 
the interview information reveals limited comparability. The variety 
of factors involved are quite comparable in nw~er, and the evidence 
suggests that both groups consider human relations to be the uppermost 
supervisory responsibility as well as human relations problems with unit 
workers and management. Howev~r, important group differences occur among 
.the kinds of factors involved and in the frequencies therefor. 
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The major areas of ~ssimilarity prior to instruction, not 
distinguishable in the interview responses, but perceptible in the 
questionnaire data, reflected in the test data and clearly observable 
in the appraisal data, are: (1) less training background in human 
relations for trainees, and (2) the appraised feeling that trainees 
needed more instruction in human relations than did the non-trainees. 
Notwithstanding, exhaustive examination of the pretraining data pro-
vides evidence which supports the conclusion that the study groups can 
be considered comparable for the purposes of the evaluative e:xperi-
mentation. 
Changes in Understandings in HUman Relations 
As Determined by the Test and Interviews 
Changes in Terms of the Test. Both groups (experimental and 
control) achieved gains in mean scores at the Posttraining I evalua-
tion. Mean scores for the. non-trainees show greater gains on two of 
' 
the three subtests; wherea,s the trainees 1 gains are greater on the 
third; as expected total mean scores favor the non-trainees. Dis-
cernible pre-test evidence of more non-trainee group background in 
human relations may be reflected in the greater subtest mean scores 
and the total mean scores for this group. By statistical test, however, 
the mean score differences at Posttraining I are non-significant. 
Nevertheless, it is noted that alternate forms of the test were adminis-
tered, and available information concerning these forms provides in-
sufficient data to conclude that they are identical instruments. The 
more valid evaluative criteria, therefore, can be found in the Post-
training II test data involving identical forms (Form A repeated). 
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By comparison of the mean scores of the Form A administrations 
(Pretraining and Posttraining II), there is a suggestion, at least, 
that the three subtests and the total test demonstrated residual 
trainee gains; whereas the non-trainee mean scores on the same tended 
to revert to the levels at'tained at Pre training. Chi square tests of 
significance at the .01 per cent level of confidence do not, however, 
support the hypothesis that the mean score differences are statisti-
cally significant for the separate su btests or total test. Notwith-
standing the acceptance of the statistical non-significance of the 
several hypotheses involved, the comparative data reflect observable 
differences, which are the' more pronotmced due to the evidence of 
greater non-trainee background in hu..11an relations training; to wit, 
(1) at Posttraining I, both study groups made .u1ean score gains (the 
control group may have reflected greater pre-training hQ~ relations 
background; whereas the trainees possibly reflected gains resulting 
from the instruction included in the study); (2) by the same token, 
' 
the residual trainee mean score gains at Posttraining II suggest not 
only improved understanding of human relctions as compared to the 
non-trainees, but a sustained level over an extended period. 
Changes in Tern1s of the Interviews. ilthough at Posttraining I 
there are minor unimportant changes in the types of response factors; 
the numbers and frequencies in the three concept areas, there is a 
possible suggestion that m'ore trainees are concerned with supervisory 
human relations responsibilities than· non-trainees, and more non-
trainees are concerned "vith unit worker problems. In the manage.ment 
relationship area the information is practically undifferentiated. This 
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possibility is maintained· at the Posttraining II interval. However, 
there is no valid evidence that the trainee changes in the response 
factors for the three con~ept areas reflect the effects of the instruc-
tional prograQ. It cannot be ass~aed, therefore, that changes, slight 
as they might be, are the result of instruction. 
Decrease in the Feeling of Need for Training in Human Relations 
as Measured by Self Appraisals and the Appraisals of Others 
P~alysis of the separate self, superior and peer Pretraining 
appraisal data shows that the trainees needed more instruction in human 
relations prior to the Basic Course of the :Management Development 
Program than did the non-trainees. As expected, the coinbined appraisal 
data confirm the results obtained from the separate analyses. Therefore, 
appraisal data secured at the evaluation periods (Posttraining I and II) 
are c~ooined in a similar fashion. Comparisons of the rating scale 
(appraisal) data are made on the basis of modal differences, the frequency 
138 
of responses for each valu'e category and the percentage of total frequencies. 
Analysis of the evaluation data largely results in the view that there 
. ' 
exists a decrease in the feeling that the trainees needed more instruction 
than did the non-trainees ·• Conclusions based upon the analyses of the 
appraisal data for Posttraining I and II are: (1) the Posttraining I 
combined rating scale data. show a marked decrease, after instruction, 
in the feeling that trainees needed training in human relations. Inasmuch 
as the Pretraining results' tended to favor the non-trainees, another 
trend is worth noting. The Posttraining I results give the impression 
that, by comparison, the shift in feeling of greater need for training 
. i-
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is in the direction of the non-trainees. One interpretation might be 
that, due to the shift in. the direction of the appraised need, the 
instructional progr~~ tended to improve the trainees' h~aan relations 
behavioral patterns as well as understandings; (2) the combined appraisal 
data for Posttraining II show a residual increase in the feeling that 
trainees needed less training in human relations. By comparison the 
trainee gains achieved at,Posttraining I are maintained over the ex-
tended evaluation period. Apparently, one can assume that gains made 
as a result of instruction hold after training. 
Conclusions 
Reports have been rnade of progress in understanding of human 
relations after instruction, but these, by and large, have not been 
concerned with lasting effects. It is perhaps in this area that the 
present study is noteworthy. Although the investigation appears not 
to distinguish much of a difference, particularly in understanding of 
human relations between experimental and control groups, results at the 
end of training are not all negative. The most striking gains indicated 
by the evaluative verbal devices as determined after a three month 
interval, were apparently in the residual effects upon the trainee group • 
. Slight residual gains were found in the trainee test data and appraisal 
data gains favored the trainees both at the close of instruction and 
three months later, although the former were non-significant and the 
latter were not convincingly impressive. 
The effects, in ter~s of the verbal measurement techniques, of the 
Basic Course of the ManageHlent Development Program for the first-level 
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supervisors showed: 
1. Instruction Qid little, if anything, to reinforce or improve 
the traineesr understanding of human relations as an im~ediate 
effect but appeared to indicate a discernible residual effect. 
2. After training, the need for instruction in human relations as 
appraised by the subjects, superiors and peers favored the 
trainees, but the results were not particularly substantial 
as an imm~diate or even lasting effect. 
One sobering, even disquieting implication· of the above conclusions 
is the possibility of too hopeful outcomes on the part of anyone con-
ducting or responsible for short-term courses for first-line supervisors, 
such as the Basic Course of the Management Davelop:nent Program (forty 
hours during a twenty-week period). The limited and relatively unassuring 
effects of instruction should be cause for concern and for resultant 
serious questioning of materials, methods and even the efficacy of a 
short-term training program in human re1a tions outside or within the 
co£npany for the particular level of management involved in the investi-
gation. 
However, this is not the whole story. The foregoing should not lead 
one to believe that other than verbal devices might not have resulted in 
similar or more significant instructional effects. There is, then, 
another clear iLWlication reflected in the research: - serious attention 
should be given to techniques other than the conventional methods of 
evaluating training progr~~s in human relations. A statement of limita-
tions points out reservations concerning the techniques used. Additional 
notations for further study indicate other approaches to evaluation 
studies. 
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Limitations of the Study 
There are several Lnportant l~nitations to be pointed out which 
·will enable the reader to interpret the findi.l.16s fairly. 
Management Policies and Practices. Investigations involvi~~ many 
different types of industrial organizational units are subject to the 
vagaries of rranagement policies and practices; e.g., strikes, seasonal 
lay-offs, site relocations, and union negotiations. Such conditions 
arising during the research process, and over which the investigator 
can exercise no control, can be factors limiting the course of the 
study. Such occurrences were encountered in this study and noted in 
the text. 
Training Materials and Methods. No attempt was made to study or 
analyze the materials included in the training program or the variety 
of methods euployed. Materials other than those presented during the 
twenty sessions, and even other methods, might have been more effective. 
Appraisers. At all times those who rated or appraised the subjects 
were aware that certain Sllpervisors were being trained and others were 
not. Whether the appraiser is consciously or unconsciously influenced, 
it must be noted that this situation existed, and the appraisal data 
.nay be seriously limited thereby. 
Evaluation Techniques. Llinitations concerning the evalllation 
techniques are noted separately in the text. The results, however, 
cannot be considered beyond (a) the stated effectiveness of the test 
as a pre-post evaluative tool, (b) the limitations of the correlation 
coefficients and the tendency to compromise noted in the rating scale 
data, and (c) the limitations inherent in the intervie1v process. 
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Suggestions for Further Study 
That there exists real need for evaluating supervisory training 
programs, and that more light must be shed upon the techniques which 
best evaluate results, is clearly demonstrated in the literature of 
previous studies and the apparent scarcity of m~aterial relevant thereto. 
It is not enough that evaluation be directed toward outcomes. If the 
real goal of training is to effect permanent understanding of and changes 
in human relations, then evaluations of supervisory training must con-
sider effects upon the personnel to be managed, the growth of the trained 
in human relations services, the choice of methods and .naterials, and the 
most effective measurement techniques. 
One of the important avenues of approach which seems to be neglected 
is follow-up studies of personnel who have been trained over an extended 
period. An investigation of the growth of trained supervisors involving 
promotions, advances and salary incre!ilents ·would provide valuable criteria 
for evaluating the influential permanent effects of training. Such items 
as progress, promotions and upgrading are 11get-at-able 11 results which 
represent specific evaluative factors. It is recorrunended that long-term 
studies dealing with larger groups and a variety of tangible factors be 
undertaken. 
An abundance of training material concerned with leadership phenomena 
exists, and a variety of training methods have been and are being 
attempted. A great deal more research is required to determine lasting 
results as affected by the choice of raa terials and methods·. It is sug-
gested that an approach can be made in terms of separate matchings, 
such as certain types of materials; e.g., case studies paired ~ith a 
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single technique, such as role-playing, or a variety of techniques and 
the results subjected to co~~arative analyses. Conversely, role-playing 
methods can be subjected to a variety of materials and the results 
likewise treated by c or.1para ti ve analyses. 
Many more research studies of critical tests and measurements of 
before-and-after training rr~st be carried out. Before the optimal level 
of human relations courses can be determined, objective measurements 
particularly valid for specific training areas must become an integral 
part of training courses in hum~n relations. 
l1Jhat are the specific human relations training needs of supervisors 
at various levels? o'vhat training subjects best meet those needs? :u'hat 
instructional techniques produce the most effective and lasting results? 
·u'Jhat relationship exists bet·ween instruction an<i performance? 
Identification of several problem areas emphasizes the fact that 
there exist I!lany approaches to the 1'-ilole area of evaluation, and much 
remains to be accomplished by further evaluation studies. 
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APPENDIX A 
Responses To Interview Questions 
Responses To The Interview Questions 
Trainees 
(a) ·what do you consider your most important responsibility as a 
foreman or supervisor? 
Pretraining 
1. Seeing that the work is done right 
and getting along with help. 
2. Get cooperation from girls. 
3· Take care of all returned material 
and make out necessary papers and 
reports on this. 
4. Improving human relations. 
5. Foremost responsibility is to see 
that work is done to specifications 
and finished on schedule. 
6. To have good labor relations. 
7. Have good cooperative personnel. 
8. Getting the cooperation of the 
workers. 
9. Good labor relations and have the 
cooperation of the group. 
10. To handle my men in a manner to 
obtain the most work. 
11. Have in mind the welfare and harmony 
of workers. 
12. Responsible for maintaining produc-
tion out-put of instruments. 
13. Responsibility for discipline, 
attendance and safety. 
14. Responsibility for employee morale, 
safety and maintenance of equipment. 
Posttraining I Posttraining II 
* * 
* 
* 
* * 
* * 
* * 
* 
* 
* 
* * 
* 
* 
* * 
* 
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15. Maintain stock inventory records. Handle personnel 
problems and keep 
employees posted 
on all policies. 
(Posttraining I) 
i~ Response repeated 
Pre training 
16. Planning of work schedules. 
17. Welfare of the personnel. 
18. Keep men satisfied and cooperative 
through good planning. 
19. Keep the best harmony possible 
within the depart1nent. 
20. Be responsible for the safety and 
welfare of the employees. 
21. Maintain production and quality. 
22. Supervise maintenance of buildings 
and equipment. 
23. Supervise construction and maintain 
good work. 
24. To make all tools as cheaply as 
possible and to meet date schedules. 
25. Improving human relations problems. 
26. To schedule and plan work. 
27. The best way I can serve my employer 
is by being a good supervisor and 
getting the most efficient operation 
from my machinery and my men and also 
top quality production. 
28. To schedule routes and nwintain local 
equipment. 
29. To prepare reports. 
30. To be able to handle men; to work well 
together with men. 
31. Maintain morale and good production. 
32. Accurate set-ups and making sure 
orders are understood. 
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Posttraining I Posttraining II 
.Maintaining 
good labor 
relations. 
* 
* 
* 
To keep my help 
satisfied 
* 
* 
* 
Maintain welfare 
of workers. 
* (Posttraining I) 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* (Posttraining I) 
* 
* 
* 
* 
i~ 
(Posttraining I) 
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Responses To The Interview Questions 
Non-trainees 
(a) VJ.hat do you consider your most important responsibility as a 
foreman or supervisor? 
Pre training 
1. As a group leader, set the example. 
2. Keeping the girls content and 
getting their cooperation. 
3. Make quality material. 
4. To work for the best interest of 
the company, keeping in mind 
always that the people under you 
are human also. 
5. Maintain production schedules and 
quality of work. 
6. Smooth operating group (health, 
welfare, cooperation) of men. 
7. Maintain production and quality. 
8. Keep the confidence of the men. 
9. To obtain the cooperation of the 
workers. 
10. l&aintain quality of products. 
11. Setting up instruments properly. 
12. Good relations within the highly 
skilled group. 
13. Responsibility for personnel 
relations. 
14. Maintaining operation procedures. 
Posttraining I Posttraining II 
* <f.· 
Have interest in 
employees 1 prob-
lems as well as 
management. 
Maintain good 
relationships 
between company 
and help. 
i!-
Generally improve 
efficient work 
operation. 
* 
* 
* 
il-
* 
Rating of fore-
men fairly. 
(Posttraining I) 
* (Posttraining I) 
* 
* 
* (Post training I) 
il-
il-
-t'c-
* 
il-
* (Posttraining I) 
Pre training 
15. To get the utmost for the company 
dollar. 
16. Keep the interest and general 
welfare of employees. 
17. Having the ability to get along 
with Jn.Y group is of the utmost 
importance. 
18. Getting along with them -
cooperation. 
19. Improving personnel relations -
cooperation. 
20. Supervise installations and getting 
a full day's work out of each man. 
21. Getting a day1 s work and mainten-
ance of equipment. 
22. Maintain quality of work. 
23. To keep good relationships. 
24. To handle all job complaints and 
keep quality. 
25. To check safety operation of equipment 
. and to sell company policy to each man. 
26. 1fuintain accuracy of results and keep 
up quality. 
27. To follow up company policies. 
28. To interpret management•s policy and 
convey worker's feelings to management. 
29. Maintaining good production. 
30. To keep the employees• respect and to 
keep operations running smoothly with 
as little friction as possible. 
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Posttraining I Posttraining II 
* * 
To encourage * 
good worker (Posttraining I) 
relationship. 
* 
-if-
i~ if-
Getting as much if-
out of the crew (Post training I) 
as possible. 
* * 
* * 
ii- i~ 
* * 
if- ~~ 
* 
-~~ 
Coordination on 
* 
assignments. (Post training I) 
* * 
-~~ -r .. 
il- il-
";"'"•""'"~_,·.;_ -. ..-~-~----.... -
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Responses To The Interview Questions 
Trainees 
(b) Vfuat do you consider your most important problem in your 
relationship ~th the workers in your group? 
?retraining Posttraining I Posttraining II 
1. Sudden changes in production schedule. ~r. * 
2. I cannot get complete cooperation * ~~ 
with all those concerned with the 
operation of the department. 
3. Adjusting to procedure changes. Attendance * 
(Posttraining I) 
4. Finding the right persons for the 71- * 
right jobs. 
5. Getting the work done right. 
6. Trying to lick the business of 
carelessness. , 
7. During rush seasons, absenteeism 
and tardiness. 
8. Occasional temperament. 
9. Conveying policies to employees. 
10. Abuse of reliefs and privileges. 
11. Selling company to help. 
12. Trying to keep them all on the ball. 
13. Constant demand for job changes. 
14. Absenteeism due to lack of interest 
in work. 
15. Making production quotas for 
individual jobs. 
Maintaining pro- * 
duction schedules (Posttraining I) 
Too much tardiness. * 
(Posttraining I) 
More on labor ~~-
relations. (Posttraining I) 
* Comr~cating 
policies to workers. 
il- * 
Not to be too i!-
critical. (Posttraining I) 
Tendency to be dis- it-
respectful to (Posttraining I) 
supervisors. 
~t- Improve morale 
of workers. 
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Pre training Posttraining I Posttraining II 
16. Sudden changes are difficult to 
explain. 
17. Problems with performance reviews on 
employees. 
18. Disciplining the workers. 
19. Failing to grasp the importance of 
good communications. 
20. Fairness of distribution of overtime 
for workers. 
21. To make sure that I give the right 
communications. 
22. Make sure that all the employees 
are treated fairly. 
23. Trying to establish cooperation. 
24. Attitude of some men. 
25. Disposition of a few laborers 
assignments • 
26. Losing good help from bumping. 
27. Getting ideas across to men. 
28. Longer lunch periods than allowed. 
29. Lack of interest in jobs. 
30. Allotment of work ~ithin departments 
on seniority basis. 
31. Responsibility for accuracy and 
punctuality of work. 
32. Getting people to carry out instructions 
properly. 
* * 
Cooperation. ~~ 
(Posttraining I) 
* * 
Criticism and ~~ 
difficulty of new (Post training I) 
procedures. 
* * 
Keep harmony among 
* the group. (Post training I) 
* * 
* 
if-
i~ 
* 
* * 
* 
if-
* 
~(-
* 
il-
-11-
* 
?E-
* 
* 
it-
Responses To The Interview Questions 
Non-trainees 
(b) Vfuat do you consider your most important problem in your 
relationship with the workers in your group? 
-.,:.-.·.··.-
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Pretraining Posttraining I Posttraining II 
1. Reporting on the job on time. ?~ 
2. Keeping the workers working when * 
not in sight. 
3. Absenteeism- "payday sickness". * 
4. Reducing costs and staying on the * 
job better. 
5. Group talking and gathering in groups if-
during working hours. 
6. Communications: Purpose and aims of Absenteeism. 
organization is doing what is done 
at the moment. 
7• Abuse of rest periods. * 
8. Occasional difficulties that arise * 
out of tem9erament. 
9. To see that all men are treated equally. * 
10. Maintain continual contact with 
operators on machines. 
11. Getting respect and how to tell the 
worker to do his job. 
12. Absenteeism - not showing up for 
several days. 
13. Fellows who are always complaining 
how much they do. 
14. Making group of workers forget past 
differences. 
Getting across to 
workers the impor-
tance of each 
operation. 
* 
* 
Methods of keeping 
my help happier in 
their job. 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
i~ 
(Posttraining I) 
* 
(Posttraining I) 
* 
(Posttraining I) 
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Pretraining Posttraining I Posttraining II 
15. Explaining union contract clauses. * * 
16. Good personnel relations. * ir 
17. Fair distribution of work assignments. * * 
18. To obtain good understanding between * * 
worker and management. 
19. How to create a better feeling of * -!!-
cooperation. 
20. Problem of seeing that workers * * 
follow up orders. 
21. Holding piece rate workers in depart- * * 
ment until whistle time. 
22. Sick time with a small gang. ii- * 
23. Too many older people; cantt push them. ir * 
24. Taking more time than allowed for ir ii-
lunch and wash-up time. 
25. Abuse of company policy. * i~ 
26. Fair and equal treatment of employees. ir ?r 
27. Not always willing to do extra work. i!- * 
28. To check a full carrier on all * i~ 
collection calls. 
29. I cannot think of any problem that * * 
bothers me. 
30. Interpreting time study procedures -lr -lr 
and trying to convince the workers 
that the time study man is honest and 
impartial. 
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Responses To The Interview Questions 
Trainees 
(c) What do you consider your most important problem in your 
relations with management? 
Pre training 
1. Time - not always recognized in 
demands for various extra things 
demanded. 
2. Making a big issue of small things. 
J. Frequently management does not go to 
the foreman about procedures or 
changes. 
4· Not getting the right kind of 
employees for the right jobs. 
5. Do not treat personal problems 
with proper perspective. 
6. When changes in procedure are 
made, not always consulted 
beforehand. 
?. In my relations with management, I do 
not have any special problems. 
8. Poor communication from top down. 
9. Management will not consider change 
unless it is going to save. 
10. Not enough opportunity to share my 
problems with management. 
11. Making regulations and not enforcing. 
12. More firm in their management. 
Posttraining I Posttraining II 
* 
Handing impor-
tant problems 
over with no 
assistance. 
Failure to keep 
promises. 
Do not keep 
verbal promises. 
* 
-1!-
Not enough meet-
I don 1 t have any 
special problems. 
* (Posttraining I) 
* 
?1-
(Posttraining I) 
(Pre training) 
* 
~~ 
~-
ings with manage- (Post training I) 
ment. 
-1!- i~ 
-r~ ~!-
-iE-
* 
Back up the ?I-
foreman. (Posttraining I) 
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Pretraining Posttraining I Posttraining II 
13. Get .management to understand and -1~ -~~ 
help me solve my problems. 
14. Lack of foresight in schedules result- * * 
ing in extreme difficulties in 
production. 
15. Not understanding the problems of the 
foremen. 
16. No follow-up on conference suggestions 
and agreements. 
17. No information is forwarded on how to 
pass policy changes on to the employees. 
18. Communications. 
19. Small and .more frequent discussion 
groups \dth management needed. 
20. Relationships are satisfactory. 
21. Not getting the proper communications. 
22. Carrying out company policies. 
23. A proper understanding of pro duct ion 
problems. 
24. Failure to enforce regulations. 
25· Failure to enforce their own regulations. 
26. Lack of provision for fair seniority. 
27. Shop rules not enforced. 
28. Not knowing why there are delays in 
tool deliveries. 
29. Very little differences with management. 
30. Relations are excellent. 
Heavy loading -~~ 
of paper work. (Post training 
* 
i!-
* 
it-
Working with un- il-
qualified superiors. (Post training 
-~~ i!-
* 
-II-
* * 
ir 
* 
* * 
* * 
* * 
Shop rules not 
* 
carried out. (Post training 
~- i~ 
-~~ 
* 
* * 
* 
it-
I) 
I) 
I) 
Pre training 
31. Inconsistent manner of communicating 
to department heads on new policies. 
32. More help on my problems. 
.. -..... '- ·-- -~ 
Posttraining I 
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Posttraining II 
* 
* 
160 
Responses To The Interview Questions 
Non-trainees 
(c) Vfuat do you consider your most important problem in your 
relations with management? 
Pre training 
1. Requiring time for reports that 
should be devoted to operators. 
2. That of all production machines 
being in good condition. 
3. Better and more efficient scheduling. 
4. Need to make better use of waste. 
5. Communications - haziness as to 
some company policies. 
6. Not posting notices when changes 
take place. 
7. Being as honest with us as they 
expect us to be with them - lay all 
cards on the table. 
8. c~~cations - lack of information 
and opinions of foremen directly 
involved in decisions. 
9. Lack of central authority in 
requests for production. 
10. The planning of production is not 
what it should be. 
11. The policies come piece-meal from 
a few people. 
12. Policy on changes should be more 
explicit and given to all employees 
as a group rather than select few. 
13. Meetings with employees more often. 
Posttraining I Posttraining II 
* * 
Not keeping oil-
promises made to (Posttraining I) 
personnel. 
* -r.-
* * 
Changing manner Not having materials 
of production. on hand. 
Management lis-
tens but does 
not follow-up. 
* 
* 
* (Posttraining I) 
-· .... - . - ._-... ....,~ #--._.-- ;· 1' 
Pre training 
14. Clarification of management policies 
and methods of carrying them out. 
15. Failure of management to carry out 
some of suggestions agreed upon. 
16. More conference type get-togethers 
needed. 
17. Communication with management on 
scheduling and production. 
18. Better management - supervisor 
meetings on long-range and 
immediate plans. 
19. We don t t get the proper backing in 
labor trouble situations. 
20. Better arrangement for passing on 
needed information at shift time. 
21. Lack of communications in job changes. 
22. Not upholding supervisor the way 
they should. 
23. Wage inequalities - laborers earning 
more than supervisor. 
24. More notice of changes. 
25. I am satisfied with company policy. 
26. Laxity of shop rules • 
27. Not appreciative of importance of 
department. 
28. Management is not fully acquainted with 
work of supervisor. 
29. I cannot think of any problems. 
30. ·where I cannot find a satisfactory 
answer to my problems, I do not get 
any better from management. 
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Posttraining I Posttraining II 
* * 
To keep advised oil-
of changes in (Posttraining I) 
policy as they 
occur. 
Communications are 
not as good as should 
be - at times we 
should be told more. 
Coordination of pro-
duction schedule. 
* 
-r.-
* 
-11-
-11-
~~-
* 
~c-
-1!-
* 
(Posttraining I) 
Problems of 
schedule changes. 
* 
* 
~~-
-II-
i~ 
-r--
~~ 
~~-
* 
* 
'·;· 
.--.~ ,. 
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APPENDIX B 
Exhibits 
Exhibit I 
7Y1anagement 'Development !Program 
JEVJENJ!NG SCJH!OOJL 
Jor 9ndustry and Business 
1954 -1955 
Sponsored by 
'Jhayer .Academy 
and the 
~uincy Ghamber of Gommerce 
This is a carefully planned Management Development Program, designed 
help progressive business firms provide top-quality supervisory and man-
·ement training. The series of night courses is designed to train men in 
.d for management positions in business and industry. It provides an 
portunity to impart valuable instruction to foremen, supervisors, and execu-
·es, which. will-pay off- in better worker-boss relations and more harmonious 
)rking condiitons. It provides broader experience for management in busi-
ss and industry. 
This is the fifth year of the school. Classes start on Tuesday, October 26. 
ere are three programs of twenty sessions each, during the hours 7:30 to 
!0 P.M. 
From the Associated Industries of Massachusetts: 
"I appreciate the opportunity to see first hand what you have 
developed in your Management Development Program. Let us help 
you more and more as this excellent Management Program develops!" 
Roy F. Williams, 
Executive Vice- President 
From the National Association of Manufacturers: 
"You . . . are to be congratulated for the quality of program 
content, the leadership, and the expanded scope of the program." 
Harry M. Easton 
Regional Manager 
[Program I 
HUMAN RELATIONS IN INDUSTRY 
Management's place in an organization 
management-job relationships • . . co-operation 
. • • study of types of behavior, forces behind 
mdividual behavior . • • types of leadership 
• • . job of being a foreman, relationships be-
tween a foreman and his superior and workers. 
COMMUNICATIONS AND INDUSTRIAL 
RELATIONS PROBLEMS IN INDUSTRY 
Overcoming obstacles to co=unication be-
tween men • • • evaluation of co=unication 
techiques and media • • . management's re-
sponsibility for effective co=unications. 
HOW OUR BUSINESS SYSTEM OPERATES 
Provides supervisors with a general under-
standing of the American Business System . • . 
the importance of competition • • • the ac-
complishments of business • • • significance of 
piofit • , • better products, services, and eco-
llom!c standards. 
F. ALEXANDER MAGOUN 
President, Human Relations, Inc. of Bast 
More than 20 years industrial consulting c 
foreman training for mo~e than 100 industri 
Lecturer at Come.ll, M.I.T., Harvard, Univel'l 
of Washington, TJniversity of Chicago. 
Author of seve1al books. 
PROFESSOR PAUL PIGORS 
Associate Professor, Industrial Relatlc 
M.I.T., 1941 to date. 
President, Industrial Relations Associates, l 
Panel member, American Arbitration Associat 
Listed as arbitrator by Federal Mediation ( 
Conciliation Service. 
JOSEPH F. TUSCHER 
Personnel Director, Carter Manufacturing 
~pringfield, Mass. 
Graduate, Boston College, 1939 
Instructor, HOBSO Program 
Member, Greater Lowell Industrial Relati• 
Co=ittee. 
CONFERENCE LEADERSHIP TECHNIQUES 
M~~~~~~~amoa~ 
;.::Samuel R. Car lj 
~
Policies d~pract es in~~ relati;;:'ons .•• 
camp polime • , • gn ance ma ery 
arbitratio • . • medi on • • • t super-
vi or's role. 
PROGRAM I SESSIONS 
F. Alexander Magotm-October 26; November 2, 9, 16, 23. 
Paul Pigors-November 30; December 7, 14; January 4, 11. 
Joseph F. Tuscher-January 18, 25; February 1, 8. 
Sumner D. Charm-February 15, February 21 (Monday); March 1, 8, 15. 
Graduation Dinner-March 22. 
PLANNING BOARD 
Donald Blanchard, Pemonnel Manager, Quincy Plant, Receiving Tube Division, Raytheon Mfg. Co. 
William G. Brooks, Plant Manager, Armstrong Cork Company. 
Gordon Clark, Superintendent, Vulcan Tool Manufacturing Company. 
Bradford C. Edmands, President, Tubular Rivet & Stud Company. 
John P. Flavin, President, Quincy Chamber of Co=erce. 
Henry Galebach, Personnel Manager, Armstrong Cork Company. 
Bradford Mathewson, Mathewson Machine Works, Inc. 
Donald E. Miller, General Manager, Abrasive Products, Inc. 
E. Curtiss Mower, President, Thayer Academy Trustees. 
John J, Murphy, Director·· of Personnel, Bird & Son, Inc. 
William A. O'Connell, Executive Vice-President, Quincy Chamber of Co=erce. 
George Reardon, Chairman, Industrial Relations Council, Quincy Chamber of Co=erce, 
D. Foster Taylor, Treasurer, J. H. Taylor Foundry, Inc. 
Gordon 0. Thayer, Headmaster, Thayer Academy. 
Mrs. Hulda J, Whittier, Personnel Manager, Draper Brothers Company. 
Leslie E. Woods, Director of Industrial Relations, Raytheon Manufacturing Company. 
PARTICIPATING 
Abrasive Products Inc., Braintree 
Alston Studios, Inc., Weymouth 
Arch Gear Works, Inc., Quincy 
Armstrong Cork Co., Braintree 
Atlantic Abrasive Co., Braintree 
Walter Baker Chocolate & Cocoa Division of 
General : oods C..orp., Dorchester 
Barbour Welting Co., iBrockton 
Bird & Son, Inc., Walpole 
Boston Gear Works, Quincy 
Bough Motors, Milton 
George R .Churchill Co., Inc., Hingham 
City of Quincy 
M. B. Claf£ & Sons, Randolph 
Coburn Wilbert Vault Corp., Whitman 
Co=onwealth Shoe & Leather Co., Whitman 
Control Engineering Corp., Norwood 
Couch Ordnance Co., Quincy 
S. H. Couch Co., Quincy 
Drake Bakeries, Boston 
Draper Brothers, Canton 
Ecrst Braintree Finishing Co., Braintree 
General Co=unication Co., Boston 
Gillette Safety Razor Co., Boston 
L. Grossman Sons, Inc., Quincy 
Hawkins' Garage, Randolph 
Hersey Manufacturing Co., Boston 
Industrial Heat Treating, Inc., Quincy 
George 0. Jenkins Co., Bridgewater 
COMPANIES 
Howard D. Johnson Co., Quincy 
Kendall Mills, Walpole 
Knapp Brothers, iBrockton 
George Knight · & Co., Brockton 
E. L. LeBaron Foundry Co., Brockton 
George Mabbett & Sons, Plymouth 
MacKenzie and Foster, Quincy 
Massa Laboratorie>, Inc., Hingham 
Mathewson Machine Works, Inc., Quincy 
Murray & Tregurtha, Inc., Quincy 
Norfolk Iron Co.; Quincy 
Procter & Gamble Mrg. Co., Quincy 
Quality Grated Cheese Co., Boston 
Quincy Motor Company, Quincy 
Quincy Patriot Ledger, Quincy 
John L. Ray Oil Co., Braintree 
Raytheon Manufacturing Co., Quincy 
Sawin Machinery Co., Quincy 
Sigma Instruments, Inc., Braintree 
'I'ileston & Hollingsworth Co., Hyde Park 
Transcript Press, Dedham 
Tubular Rivet & Stud Co., Quincy 
Vulcan Tool Mfg. Co., Quincy 
Warehouse 13, Inc., iBoston 
Weymouth Art Leather Co., Braintree 
Weymouth Concrete Block Co., Weymouth 
White Brothers Milk Co., Quincy 
Whiting Milk Co., Quincy 
!Program II 
TECHNIQUES OF SUPERVISION 
exploration and discussion of the · tach-
s for efficient supervisors in ·normal rela-
wi!h subordinates ••• taught by means of 
lectures, conferences, motion pictures, and 
nstration . • . Particular attention to indue-
instruction, ob!lervation, disctpltning, and 
::tation of employees. 
'ECTIVE SPEECH DEVELOPMENT AND 
'UBLIC SPEAKING FOR SUPERVISORS 
realistic approach to daily problems faced 
:>ramen and supervisors in co=unicattng 
ively and efficiently wiili fellow workers 
top managa'llent . • • how to put your 
across • • techniques of good reporting 
making words count the most •.• what 
s a GOOD speaker ••. Since 90 per cent 
nmunications is vocal, importance of spoken 
cannot be overestimated. 
TECHNIQUES OF EFFECTIVE WORK 
PLANNING AND PRESENTATION 
)ject matter Includes fund=entals of qual" 
mtrol, ilieory of control charts, analyses of 
)1 chart data. s=pltng meiliods, control 
application3 and techniques • • • accom-
>d through lectures, discussions, and actual 
:rtory projects . . • planning and controlltng 
! flow of materials ilirough ilia shop, and 
ction of equipment and manpower to fug 
:xdvantage. 
MANAGEMENT AND LABOR 
RELATIONS PROBLEMS 
;e studies • • • problem discussions 
gement's role tn grievance machinery oper-
• a practical progr= of industrial 
~ms. 
LESLIE E. WOODS 
Director of Industrial Relations, Rayilieon 
Manufacturing Company, Walth=. 
Chairman, Industrial Relations Committee, 
Radio Electronic Television Manufacturers As-
sociation. 
Member, Labor-Management Committee o£ 
Defense Manpower Co=ittee in New England. 
VINCENT A. McKIVERGAN 
Graduate, Brown University, Ph.B., 1931; M. 
A., 1939. Graduate work at Harvard, 1941, 1942. 
Personnel Director, Federal Products Corp., 
1942-1945. 
Lecturer-tnstructor, Harvard, University of 
Rhode Island, Rhode Island College o£ Educa-
tion. 
FeatJ.U"e writer, Providence Sunday Journal anJ 
national magazines. 
Member, National Association of Manufac-
turers' Speakers Bureau. 
RALPH GREENE 
Management consultant, 52 Chauncy Street, 
Boston. 
Formerly associated in management capacity 
with Arnia Corporation, New York, 1950-1953: 
American Bosch Corporation, Springfield, 1942-
1950; General Baking Company, Springfield. 
1923-1942. 
SUMNER D. CHARM 
Sumner D. Charm Associates, Industrial t:on-
sultants. 
Former New England Regional Director, Office 
of Scilary Stabilization. 
Graduate, Tufts College, 1937; Harvard Grad· 
uate School of Business Administration, 1939. 
Author, Wage Policy for Management. 
PROGRAM II SESSIONS 
'incant A. McKivergan-October 26; November 2, 9, 16, 23. 
umner D. Charm-November 30; December 7, 14; January 4, 11. 
:alph Greene-January 18, 25; February 1, 8. 
eslie E. Woods-February 15, February 21 (Monday); March I. 3, !5. 
fraduation Dir)ner-March 22 • 
., 
!Program Ill 
CONFERENCE LEADERSffiP TECHNIQUES SAMUEL R. CARLISLE 
Preparing for and practice in conference lead-
ership situations • • • a laboratory progr= pro-
viding practice experience • • • growth of con-
ference procedure in modem corporations • • . 
significance of conferences on company morale, 
business leadership, executive development, 
company management • • • overcoming red tape 
and solving business problems • • • role of 
conference leader ••• group conference methods. 
PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT AND 
HUMAN RELATIONS 
An examination of selected problems in in-
dustrial relations, wiih emphasis on government 
regulation in the fields of collective bargaining, 
wage policy, hiring practices, and union activ· 
ities • • • fringe issues, legislative supplements, 
income security, and national wage policy . , • 
Meetings will be devoted to discussion of ca:ses 
or reports on problems actually faced by in-
dustrial relations departments dealing with em-
ployees through collective bargaining • • • 
Issues involving authority of management, gov-
ernmental regulation of labor-management re-
lations, grievance procedures, and arbitration 
will be analyzed. 
BUSINESS AND INDUSTRIAL LEGISLATION 
Legislation affecting competitive position of 
New England with ihe South ••. Historical back-
ground, industrial revolution • • • Constitutional 
background, division of federal powers • • • 
federal and state legislation, Taft-Hartley and 
Fair Labor Standards Acts, regulation of wage:;; 
hours, working conditions, union activities, fair 
employment pr=tice, unemployment and work-
men's compensation, other proposals affectino;:-
business • . • pressure groups influencing legis· 
lation, the lobby. 
Director of Personnel and Public Relation~,. 
Kemtron Laboratories, Newburyport. 
Member, Personnel Board, Town of Arlingion 
Personnel Consultant to Business and Indus· 
trial Organizations. 
Member of Faculty, Noriheastem Universit~ 
Evening School of iBusiness. 
SUMNER D. CHARM 
Sumner D. Charm Associates, Industrial Con 
sultants. 
Former New England Regional Director, Of 
!ice of Salary Stabilization. 
Graduate, Tufts College, 1937; Harvard Grad 
uate School of Business Administration, 1939. 
Author, Wage Policy for Management. 
WILLIAM W. JENNESS 
Massachusetts State Representative since 1945 
Quincy City Councilor Eight Years. 
Graduate, Harvard University, 1925; Harvarc 
University School of Public Administration, 1952 
SEE OVER ->-
BUSINESS AND INDUSTRIAL 
ADMINISTRATION POLICIES . 
This series of meetings proposes to examintl 
e responsibilities of business management to 
. e various elements of the society in which a 
lmpany functions, ~uch as general co=unity, 
msumer, stockholder, employee, and govern· 
en! • • • From a definition of these responsi· 
lilies, there will emerge policies to guide 
e affairs of the eDJ!erprise so that its functions 
society are fulfilled • • • Implementation of 
tch policies will be discussed in light of exist 
.g organization structure and leadership out-
ok. 
WALTER H. CARPENTER, JR. 
Director of Research, Babson Institute, 1950 
to present; Chairman, Department of Labor, 
Babson Institute, 1949 to present . 
B. A., 1941 Colqate University; M.B.A., Hat· 
vard Graduate School of Business Admintstra· 
lion, 1946. 
Author, Problems in Collective Barganiing, Case 
Studies in Collective Bargaining, Handbook for 
Industry Analysis. 
PROGRAM ill SESSIONS 
Samuel R. Carlisle-October 26; November 2, 9, 16, 23. 
Walter H. Carpenter, Jr., November 30; December 7, 14; January 4, 11. 
Sumner D. Ch=, January 18, 25; February 1, 8, 15. 
William W. Jenness, February 21 (Monday), March 1, 8, 15. 
Graduation Dinner, March 22. 
HOW TO ENROLL .•• 
Enrollment may be made at the Chamber of Commerce, 18 Washington Street, 
)uincy, or at Thayer Academy, 745 Washington Street, Braintree. 
There are three divisions of the Management Development School. Those en-
Jlling by mail are cautioned to state the exact program selected. Courses should 
e chosen on the basis of educational background, practical work experience, and 
1e overall educational objectives. High ischool or a college education is not a pre-
3quisite. To obtain maximum educational benefits, it is suggested that the pr~ams 
,e taken in sequence. 
The first meeting of each program is open to prospective students. 
The enrollment charge includes the cost of all lesson materials, textbooks, 
nd stationery needed in the course. 
Certificates are granted to students who attend 75 per cent of the class sessions. 
The charge for each program is $50. The two special courses are $35 each. 
~emittances by register check, money order, or check should be made payable to 
hayer Academy. 
The school reserves the right to withdraw a course at any time. 
Classes are held at Thayer Academy, 7 45 Washington Street, Braintree. 
For further information, telephone Gordon Thayer, Headmaster of Thayer Aca-
emy, at BRaintree 2-3580, or William A. O'Connell, Executive Vice-President of 
1e Quincy Chamber of Commerce, at Mayflower 9-1111. 
Exhibit II 
TP...I\-.i:E9. A0ADEi,IY EVALUA':i.~ON STUDY 
____ ........,....._ -·--- -·--
The Managem9nt Dev~lopment Program 
Industrial Supe~viso~y Training Program in Human Relations 
INFORMATION --QUESTIONNAIRE FOR SUPERVISORS 
~OSE OF THE EVALUATION 
The Management Development Program at Thayer Academy enters its fifth year, 
October 1954, at a time when more than fifty companies have participated and 
over three hundred men and women have completed either the basic or advanced 
programs. 
With this background of experience, "We are now turning directly to the indus ... 
trial supervisor or foreman to share in the development of more effective 
programs. Your participation in this study vall help in the following ways: 
1. To evaluate the effectiveness of the Management Development 
Program .. 
2. To better understand the needs of supervisors. 
3. To provide more suitable training to satisfy those needs. 
f[RPOSE OF THE QUE3TIONNAIRE 
The evaluation includes two study gr~ups - frontline supervisors or foremen 
who will attend the Management Development Program this year and another 
comparable group v.ho will be potential trainees for next year. 
To identify the supervisors as study groups and not as individuals, it is 
necessary to obtain the information included in this form. 
~ONYMITY 
The responses will be known onl::v by the irivestigator whose primary interest 
is in the group information • 
.QIRECTIONS 
This is not a test. There is ££_ special time limit. Please· read carefully 
and check each item. 
To have real value, the information must be as accurate as possible. 
YOTJR INTEREST AND COOPERATION ARE APPRECIATED 
'J'H:~ • ."J.EJ AGJ.DEMY l<~VALlJ.'t.L'I•)i~ .S:·:'UD"Y 
-... --- ------------ _,, ...__,_, .. ____ . 
The Ivianagem11rrc De~relop~nt Program 
Information QueE;ti~.nnc:dre For Su.pervisors 
GENERAL INFORMATICN 
1. crn~ANY--~=---------------------~~--~----------_. __________ __ 
Name Address 
2 .. NAME~~--~----~-------------~--~--------------~~~~~~~~~-
- Last First Middle Initial 
·, 
3. AGE 4~ MARITAL STA'l'US _________ .5 • NO. OF CHILDREN __ ...,. 
-Last Birthday 
6. MILITARY SERVICE 
'N'O Yes Branch . Rank . Months in Service 
7. LAST GRADE COMPLETED, 9 10 ll 12 13 · 14 15 16 
. - High Sch~ -// Trade, College, Etc-.----
\ 
8. SPARE TIME 'INTER.EsTS Athletic MUsic · Church Groups Y.M.C .. A. 
-:----- ---Boy Scouts Red Cross Community Fund 
None Jimmy Fund Plant Clubs others -------
None __ If any, list~------------------------------.......... 
FULL_1'g.1E OCCUPATIONAL EKPERIENCE 
0,. WHAT IS YOUR PRESENT JOB? 
Job Title _______________________ ~----------~-------------------~ 
Number of Months on this job ________________________________ _ 
Number of workers under your s~ervision ______________ ,--____ ---:o------
1. HOVv MANY JOB.:> I'HTH THIS COMPANY, NOT INCLUDil\U THE PRESENT?---------
I 
Job titles in order of assignment No. of months . No. supervised 
First 
-------------------------
Second 
-----------------------
Third 
·-------------------------
Fourth ~---------------------
Fift.li ~-----------------------
z .. OTHER THAN PREsENT COMPANY,. I:i"'1~ JlflAJ.'\lY Ft!LL TIME JOBS HAVE YOU HAD? ________ _ 
Number of months in ~ach? (Estimate) · 
(1) __ (2) __ (~) __ (4)_. - (6) __ {7) __ (8) __ 
I' 
'' 
HUMAN RELATIONS TRAINIKG 
--··-•---.-·-s~---~··.-·-... ·~--v 
13. HAVE YOU HAD SPECIAL TRAINING IN HUMAN RELATIONS vJHILE FULL TIME EMPLOYED? 
'' . ~-- ·-
No Y~s. __ _ 
If. yes, where? In-plant_.......:_ Spec. Training Center __ Call. or Univ. __ _ 
What topics were included? The number of courses. in each 1 
Topics 
. fTHUman Relations 
( ) I.abor Relations 
( ) Industrial Relations 
( ) F'o:-eroa.."'lship Techniques 
( ) Industrial Safety 
( ) Mfil:lagement Problems 
{ ) Company Policies 
Others 
Number (1,2,3,4,5,etc.) ( ) ' 
( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
SUPERVISORY GROUP INFORMATION· 
L4.. HOW MANY ACCIDENTS REQUIRING FIRST AID OR MEDICAL TREATMENT OCCURRED WITHIN 
YOUR SUPERVISORY GROUP THIS PA3T YEAR? (Estimate Oct. to Oct.) . . 
0 6-10 ll-15 16-20 21-25 31-35 36-40 41-45 
W4at (%) of your group was involved?_ 
. 0 -0~-...,5=- 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 
- ' 
-5· HOvif MANY SUGGESTIONS 'WERE SUBMITTED THIS PAST Y.$AR IN ~~RITJ;NG? 
0 0-5 6-10 11·-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 
' What (%) subnrl.tted the suggestions? ~=---
0 0-5 ·. 6-10 11-15 16-20 ' 21-25 
. > .1· I 
.6. HOW MANY TOTAL DAYS OF ABSENCE OCCURRED THIS PAST YEAR viTTHIN YOUR GROUP? 
' -
0~·10 11=20' 21-}5 31-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 71-80 81-90 91-100 
What (%) had 
N"me? LeSSthan 5? Less than 10? Less than 15? Less 'than 20? 
.'7. HOW MUCH TURNOVER v:JAS THERE IN THE GROUP· THIS PAST YEAR? (Number of workers) 
0 -o:.y -g:~T5 ll-1) 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-50 
.3 .. WP.AT (%) OF THE TIME THIS PAST YEAR WERE PRODUCTION SCHEDULES HAIHTAINED? 
I 
·. l-·10 11--20 21.-30 31-hO U-50 . ?J.-60 61-70 71-80 81-90 9],.-100 
, I 
Exhibit III 
'IHAYER ACADEI-1Y EVALUATION STUDY 
THE I1ANAGEt1ENT DEVELOPMENT PROGRAH 
INFORMATION QUESTIONNAIRE FOR FOR~ffiN AND SUPERVISORS 
/ 
Name 
----~(l~a-s~t~)------------------(r.f~i-r-st~)r----- Age Last Birthday 
Comp~--~--~------------------~~~--------(name) (City) No. of Employees 
What is your present job classification? --------------------
Tb what department ore you assigned? 
----------~-----------------------
GENERAL INFORH.ATION: 
1... Last Grade Completed (Circle one) : 
a. College (l-4 years) 
b. Trade School (l-4 years) 
c. High School (G;rades 10, 11, 12) 
d. Junior High (Grades 7, 8, 9) 
2. Marital Status {Check one); 
a. Married 
b. Single 
3~ Military Service: 
\ 
a.. 'None 
b. Service 
e. Number of years 
. EMPLOYMENT INFORMATION: 
4 •. Years on present job 
a. 3 years or less 
b. 4 to 10 years 
c. More than 10 years 
1 2 3 4 
l 2 3 4 
10 1l 12 
7 8 9 
I 
I 
~LOYMENT INFO:ffi\1ATION (Continued) 
5. Other jobs vlith present company: 
a, 2 jobs or less 
b, 3 to 6 jobs 
6. Full time job with other companies: 
• 
a •. 2 jobs or less 
b. 3 to 6 jobs 
7~ Number of workers in work unit: 
a,. 15 or less 
b. 16 to .30 
c. 31 to 60 
d. Over 60 
HUI'ffi.N RELATIONS TRAINING 
8,. Training courses while employed: (Labor Relations, Human Relations, 
In~strial Relations, Foremanship, Management Problems, etc.) 
a. No specific courses 
b. Speci..:tic courses 
· 9, Location of training: (Y.M.C.A., Thayer AcademY, etc.) 
a .. Within company plant 
b. At college or university 
c. At special center 
10, Number of courses more than 4 hours each: 
a. 1 to 3 courses 
b. 0Ver.3 courses 
. .M 
Exhibit IV 
HOW SUPER VISE? 
QUENTIN w. FILE 
Edited by H. H. REMMERS 
Supervisory Practices 
FORMA 
The following is a list of practices followed by different supervisors. Some of these will seem de-
sirable to you and some undesirable. Please answer each item according to how you would feel about 
pu1.ting such a practice into effect in your department. 
D desirable ? uncertain U undesirable 
Draw a circle around the answer which best expresses your opinion. · 
1. Asking your workers for suggestions before setting up an important project .......................................... . 
2. Transferring dissatisfied, but capable, workers to other jobs ................................................................. .. 
3. Impressing upon each worker that his job depends on how much work he turns out .................. : ........ .. 
4. Telling inefficient workers to "get busy, or get out" ................................................................................. . 
5. Recommending your best workers for promotion to even better jobs in other departments ................. .. 
6. Explaining the duties and responsibilities of your job to the workers under you ................................. .. 
7. Teaching some responsible worker how to handle your job ................................................................... .. 
8. Making efforts to smooth out personal dislikes among your workers ................................................... .. 
9. Making an example of one worker to prevent further trouble with others ....................................... .. 
10. Talking over ways of cutting costs with your workers. ............................................................................ . 
11. Prohibiting conversation between workers on routine jobs ................................................................. .. 
12. Explaining in detail all new rules and changes in policy to the workers concerned .............................. . 
13. Giving a discharged worker a full explanation of your reasons for asking that he be fired ................. .. 
14. Putting a loud individual in his place with a sarcastic remark ............................................................. .. 
15. Urging employees to handle their own problems without seeking advice from anyone .......... : ....... , ..... . 
16. Telling poor workers when their work isn't measuring up to what it should be ................................. .. 
17. Dividing overtime as equally as possible among all workers .............................................................. .. 
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D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D 
Company Policies 
The following. is a list of the methods used by different companies in handling their relations with 
employees. Some of these methods will seem desirable to you and some undesirable. Please answer each 
item according to your opinion of its value in producing good employer-employee relations. 
D desirable ? uncertain U undesirable 
Draw a circle around the answer which best represents your opinion. 
18. Asking the advice of labor leaders on certain worker problems .................................................. : ....... . D ? u 
19. Assuming responsibility for the health of employees ................................................................................. . D ? u 
20. Promoting employee recreation projects, such as athletic teams, hobby clubs, and social groups ............ . n· ? u 
21. Basing all promotions on how long the individual has worked for the company .................................. . D ? u 
22. Allowing the employees' dislike for an individual to prevent his becoming their supervisor ............. .. D ? u 
23. Making periodic surveys of the attitudes of employees towaxd company policies and management ..... .. D ? u 
24. Fining employees for violation of rules .................................................................................................. .. D ? . u 
25. Asking employees to recommend individuals to be hired for new positions ......................................... .. D ? u 
26. Providing special channels for the adjustment of the more serious grievances ................................... .. D ? u 
27. Asking workers to comment about the way the company treats them .................................................... . D ? u 
28. Making periodic checks on all employees concerning salary received and qualifications for promotion. D ? u 
29. Holding a supervisor responsible for the quality of the product produced in his department ............... .. D ? u 
30. Requiring each supervisor to keep an expense account and production record for his department ....... .. D ? u 
31. Arranging monthly cost reports so as to give recognition to the department having the best record ....... D ? u 
32. Giving workers who turn in valuable suggestions a part of the money saved by putting their ideas 
into effect .................................................................................................................................................. .. D ? u 
33. Establishing "worker courts" operated by workers to try and punish workers for violation of safety 
rules ............................................................................................................................................................ .. D ? u 
34. Providing for special "exit interviews" with all workers who have been fired ........................................ . D J u 
35. Giving supervisors special training on how to handle dismissal cases ................................................... .. D ? u 
36. Putting plates on the base of each important piece of equipment showing its value and cost of opera-
tion ....... ~ .................................................................................................................................................... . D ? u 
3 7. Requiring department heads to spend at least one week of the year visiting other up-to-date plants ... D ? u 
38. Requiring supervisors to take courses in First Aid .................................................................................... .. D ? u 
39. Having the employees choose one worker from each department to attend regular meetings of the de-
partmental supervisors ................................................................................................................................. . D ? u 
40. Giving supervisors longer vacations than_ those enjoyed by the average worker ................................... .. D ? u 
41. Setting up a system for making loans to workers at very low interest rates ............................................ . D ? u 
D 
~---
Supervisor Opinions 
The following are opinions held by various supervisors in positions similar to your own. You will 
probably agree with some of the statements and disagree with others. Please indicate how you feel about 
each item by marking the statements as follows: 
A agree ? uncertain DA disagree 
Draw a circle around the answer which best represents your opinion. 
42. What the worker thinks is unimportant so long as he is doing his job well .................................... . A ? DA 
43. The only guarantee of good work is a fat pay envelope .......................................................................... . A ? DA 
44. The nature of the supervisor's job makes it necessary for him to be unpopular with his workers ... . A ? DA 
45. Praising workers for good work only leads to demands for more pay .................................................. . A ? DA 
46. Sympathising with worker's difficulties only encourages unfounded protests against working conditions A ? DA 
47. What the worker does during his "off hours" should be of no concern to his employer .................. . A ? DA 
48. The way an individual is treated by his fellow workers will probably determine whether he likes 
his job or not .......................... , ................................................................................................................. . A ? DA 
49. The kind of j9b which the individual does has little effect upon his social position ........................ . A ? DA 
50. If a man is capable of doing a job, he will become interested in it without stimulation from his 
supervisor ................................................................................................................................................ . A ? DA 
51. The only important requirement of a good supervisor is a complete understanding of the jobs he is 
to supervise ....................................................................................................................... , ...................... . A ? DA 
52. The usefulness of the product he is making is of little concern to the average employee .................. . A { DA 
53. The best way to make sure that rules will be obeyed is to put plenty of teeth in them ...................... . A ? DA 
54. Supervisors should be relieved of all responsibility for teaching new workers how to do their work .. . A ? DA 
55. Ability to handle workers is inborn, not learned .......................... : ....................................................... . A ? DA 
56. A worker who is passed over in making a promotion, is entitled to know why .................................. . A ? DA 
57. When a new supervisor is chosen, the duties of his job should be readjusted to fit his best abilities .. . A ? DA 
58. No honest worker will go on strike against a company which provides its workers with a decent 
wage .......................................................................................................................................................... . A ? DA 
59. Supervisors are usually criticized more than they deserve .................................................... , ............... . A ? DA 
60. The average supervisor can do nothing to reduce absenteeism ............................................................ .. A ? DA 
61. If a worker goes over your head with a grievance, it is usually a sign of poor supervision on your 
part ......................................................................................................................................................... . A ? DA 
62. A supervisor is a misfit unless he has the confidence and loyalty of his men ...................................... . A ? DA 
63. Knowing a great deal about an individual's home life is a great help in selecting the right person 
for a responsible job ....................................................................... , ........................................................ .. A ? DA 
64. Full responsibility for removing safety hazards and enforcing safety rules should be given to the 
Safety Department .................................................................................................................................... . A ? DA 
65. You can tell when a person is lying by noting whether he looks you straight in the eye or not ....... .. A ? DA 
66. About half of the workers in our plant are just naturally stubborn and uncooperative ...................... . A ? DA 
67. Better results are usually obtained when two or more supervisors are held responsible for a parti-
cular job ................................................................................................................................................. .. A ? DA 
68. Gripes about things other workers do are more likely to be true than gripes about working condi-
tions ....................................................................................................................................................... . A ? DA 
69. The goals of management and labor are directly opposed and must always be in conflict with each 
other ....................................................................................................................................................... . A ? DA 
70. Rapid learners are usually quick forgetters ............................................................................... ; ............ . A ? DA 
D 
--,.,+-:---
INDIVIDUAL INFORMATION 
Name ................... _ ................................................................................................ Sex ............................................ . 
(Please Print) 
Clock or 
Departtnent....................................................................................................... Payroll No .............................. .. 
Education: (Draw a circle around the last year completed.) 
Grade &hool 
3 4 5 6 7 8 
High School 
1 2 3 4 
College 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Number of persons now working under your direction .......... · ..................................................................... . 
H ak . . . ? ave you ever t en a supervtsory tra1n1ng course ........................................................................................ . 
Where? .......................................................................... Name of the course .................................................... .. 
Plettse do not write below this line 
Score on Supervisory Practices ............................................................................... . 
Score on Company Policy ....................................................................................... . 
Score on Supervisory Opinion ............................................................................... . 
, 
Form - Score ................................................................................. . 
Comments: 
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HOW SUPER VISE? 
QUENTIN W. FILE 
Edited by H. H. REMMERS 
Supervisory Practices 
FORM B 
The following is a list of practices followed by different supervisors. Some of these will seem de-
sirable to you and some undesirable. Please answer each item according to how you would feel about put-
ting such a practice into effect in your department. 
D desirable ? uncertain U undesirable 
Draw a circle around the answer which best expresses your opinion. 
1. Giving each worker some responsibility for improving working conditions ...................................... .. 
2. Admitting it to your workers when you make a wrong decisi~n ......................................................... . 
3. Getting a thorough understanding of the products turned out by each department and their place in 
the total production picture ...................................................................................................................... . 
4. Giving each worker a frank statement of whether he is improving or not and if so, how much ........ 
5. Becoming familiar with the methods of supervision used in other departments of the plant .............. .. 
6. Giving the worker reasons for changes which he is asked to make in his work ................................ .. 
7. Explaining to each individual the method used in computing his wages .......................................... .. 
8. Explaining the company's policies concerning ~ing, firing, and promoting men ............................ .. 
9. Using production records alone to determine which worker to recommend for promotion ............... . 
10. Asking the worker to criticise his own work ........................................................................................... .. 
11. Praising a worker for a job even if it doesn't measure up to what you think it should be .............. .. 
12. Keeping a complete record of all major mishaps, breakdowns, and disputes which occur in your de-
partment ....................... - ........................................................................ ~ .................................................. . 
13. Setting up the person who produces the most as an example for other workers to follow ............. . 
14. Explaining .to workers who submit non-usable suggestions why their ideas can not be put into use ... . 
15. Posting the names of the workers with the worst production. records during each previous week ...... 
16. Giving all overtime to the most efficient workers ................................................................................... .. 
17. Thanking workers for unreasonable gripes and forgetting about the whole matter .......................... .. 
46-·l86T 
Pnb/i.rhed by 
THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CORPORATION 
522 Fifth Avenue, New York, N.Y. 
Copyright 1943, by Purdue Research Foundation, Lafayette, Indian& 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D ? u 
D 
Company Policies 
The following is a list of the methods used by different companies in handling their relations with 
employees. Some of these methods will seeni desirable to you and some undesirable. Please answer each 
item according to. your opinion of its value in producing good employer-employee relations. 
D desirable ? uncertain U undesirable 
Draw a circle around the answer which best represents your opinion. 
18. Using time and motion studies to improve the workers' efficieng ....................................................... . D ? u 
19. Giving employees regular reports of the company's expenses and profits earned ................................ .. D ? u 
20. Keeping employees well informed on the production outlook and the company's plans for adjusting 
to it ............................................................................................................................................................ . D ? u 
21. Requiring supervisors to spend a part of their time handling the complaints of the workers under 
them .......................................................................................................................................................... . D ? u 
2Z. Giving employees a part in determining fair wage levels and working hours ................................ .. D ? u 
23. Taking employees on tours through other departments of the plant .................................................. .. D ? u 
24. Publishing monthly reports of departmental efficiency and company production ................................. . D ? u 
25. Holding the supervisor responsible for working conditions in his department ..................................... . D ? u 
26. Requiring supervisors to submit in writing their reasons for firing or penalizing any employee ...... .. D ? u 
2'1. Making the common laborer feel that he is an important asset to the company ................................. . D ? u 
28. Making promotions up~n the basis of length of employment with the company .................................. .. D ? u 
29. Discouraging employees from joining labor. unions ............................................................................... .. D ? u 
30. Selecting supervisors accor~ing to how much they know about the different jobs they will supervise .. D ? u 
31. Giving workers at least two ten-minute rest periods per day .......................................................... .. D ? u 
32. Giving workers charts showing possible opportunities for promotion in line with their job preferences D ? u 
33. Requiring supervisors to make out monthly reports of the activities of their departments .............. .. D ? u 
34. Sending out ~egular bull.e~ns with the names of all individuals who received promotions and the 
nature of thetr new positions .................................................................................................................. . D ? u 
35. Providing music for routine and non-technical workers ........................................................................... .. D ? u 
36. Giving each worker a clearly written statement of all salary and wage levels and the procedure fol-
lowed in granting raises ..................................................... : ...................................................................... . D ? u 
37. Requiring supervisors to make out a written report showing why any overtime worked in their de-
partment was necessary ........................................................................................................................... .. D ? u 
38. Providing a library where employees can check out magazines and books for home reading ................ ' D ? u 
39. Giving individual weekly reports of their own production to workers in the producing departments .. D ? u 
40. Establishing joint management-worker committees to advise on the problems of management ........... . D ? u 
41. Requiring supervisors to take a supervisory training course at least once every three years .............. .. D ? u 
Supervisor Opinions 
The following are opinions held by various supervisors in positions similar to your own. You will 
probably agree with some of the statements and disagree with others. Please indicate how you feel about 
each item by marking the statements as follows: 
A agree ? uncertain DA disagree 
Draw a circle around the answer which best represents your opinion. 
42. Most employees do better work if they get a good bawling out every so often .............................. .. A ? DA 
43. So-called "mental fatigue" is actually nothing but laziness ............................................................... . A ? DA 
44. The average worker cares little about what others think of his job so long as the pay is good .... .. A ? DA 
45. The worker's opinion of his supervisor is not very important ........................................................... . A ? DA 
46. Family and financial troubles frequently decrease both the quantity and quality of a worker's output A ? DA 
47. How a worker thinks he is being treated is usually more important than the treatment he actually 
receives ................................................................................................................................................... . A ? DA 
48. Lying, though distasteful, is often necessary to keep the workers on the job ................................... . A ? DA 
49. Job evaluation is unnecessary if the supervisor knows his men well .............................................. .. A ? DA 
50. Special training is needed to produce good supervisors .................................................................. .. A ? DA 
51. Organized labor has no place in a modern democracy ............ ; ........................................................ . A ? DA 
52. Keeping the worker afraid of losing his job is the best way to insure that he will do an honest 
day's work ............................................................................................................................................... . A ? DA 
53. 'Fast workers usually make more mistakes than slow workers ............................................................ .. A ? DA 
54. Workers who are good on one job are usually below average on most others ................................ .. A ? DA 
55. Rigid rules for handling all the details of his department's work should be given to each super-
visor ....................................................................................................................................................... . A ? DA 
56. A good supervisor must be able to do all the jobs performed by the workers he supervises ........... . A ? DA 
57. The uncertain nature of a supervisor's job makes careful planning of definite procedures impos-
sible ..................................................................................................................... , ................................... . A ? DA 
58. A. good supervisor can tell what a worker is worth the first time he talks with him ...................... .. A ? DA 
59. The first duty of the supervisor when handling complaints is to show the worker where he is wrong A ? DA 
50. Any supervisor who really has the company's interests at heart can do his job well ....................... . A ? DA 
51. The best way to handle tough workers is to be tougher than th~y are ............................................. . A ? DA 
52. Lectures are usually better than conferences for getting ideas across to workers ............................... . A ? DA 
53. C.onstant demands upon the time of top-executives make it impractical for them to spend any i:ime 
in actual conversations with workers .................................................................................................... .. A ? DA 
64. W orke:rs who stick up for each other make supervision much more difficult for both good and bad 
supervisors .................................................... , ........................................................................................ . A ? DA 
55. A supervisor should be willing to explain to any worker any differences in wages which occur 
within his department ........................................................................................................................... . A ? DA 
56. Most employees will do better work when constantly watched by their supervisors ...................... .. A ? DA 
67. Most supervisors do as well as .they do because of fear of losing their jobs .................................. .. A ? DA 
68. Most workers will cooperate with any fair method of solving the company's production problems .. A ? DA 
69. Supervisors should be completely relieved from duties concerning production planning and mate-
rials handling ......................................................................................................................................... . A ? DA 
70. Less intelligent workers tend to resent monotonous tasks more than the average individual ........... . A ? DA 
D 
INDIVIDUAL INFORMATION 
Name ................................................................................................................. Sex ............................................ . 
(Please Print) 
Clock or 
Department....................................................................................................... Payroll No ............................... . 
Education: (Draw a circle around the last year completed.) 
Grade School 
3 4 5 6 7 8 
High School 
1 2 3 4 
College 
1234567 
Number of persons now working under your direction ............................................................................... . 
Have you ever taken a supervisory training course? ...................................................................................... .. 
Where? .......................................................................... Name of the course ..................................................... . 
Please do not 1111'ite below this line 
Score on Supervisory Practices ............................................................................... . 
Score on Company Policy ........................................................................................ . 
Score on Supervisory Opinion ................. · ............................................................. .. 
Form - Score .................................................................................. . 
Comments: 
Exhibit VI 
~YEa _.@_ADEifl ,EiiA:T_,C.i.\'riON STUD! 
The Managemant Development Program 
PILOT STUDY OF ruhUATION INSTRUHENTS 
STATEfuiENT 
......--
For the past four years Thayer Academy has provided a training program in 
Human Relations for foremen and supervisors in industry. Under the super-
vision of the School of Education of Boston University, a research evaluation 
is being made of the basic program dur:ing the fifth year beginning the las,t 
week in October. · 
As a part of the study, two forms are to be used: (A) INFORMATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
FOR SUPERVISORS;- (B) A SURVEY OF' 3UPERVISORY NEEDS IN HUMAN RELATIONS TRAINI1U. 
Prior to the administration in the study, it will· be helpful to have the forms 
used by a comparable group not included in the research. · 
YoUr participation in the pilot study will contribute materially to more 
realistic data and more effective training programs for sb.pervisors >and 
foremen. 
~CTIONS 
It is assumed that you would respond to the items as though you were submitting 
the information for the study. Please respond to all items on each form. 
A. INFOID1A.TION QUESTIONNAIRE FOR SUPERVISORS 
1. Please answer all items with a fact, or write in a fact which does 
apply. EXAMPLE: B. SPARE TihlE INTERJt:STS: If the items listed do not 
apply, write in those which do in your case. 
2. Full .Time Occupational Experience. If the spaces are not adequate, 
write in others. If there are too many spaces, v~ite the facts and 
state, "NO OTHERS 11 • 
3. Supervisory Group Information. (Last Section) Estimate the information 
to the best of your ability. 
B~ A SURVEY OF SUPERVISORY NEEDS IN HUMAN RELATIONS TRAINING 
1. Blank sp~ces are included for you to v~ite items which are applicable 
_to you but not provided for. 
2. Please write the following symbols to the left of the number of each 
item: · · 
ill if the item is clear. 
m if the item is not clear. 
(N) if the item is one about which you would have absolutely no 
opportunity to do anything. 
RE:JRITE UNDERNEATH ANY ITEM YOU 'diSH TO CLARIFY 
WE \JISH TO MAINTAIN COLfPLETE ANONY"J.Il1ITY.. DO NOT SIGN YOUR NAME TO ANY OF THE 
FOR.l\18. OMIT ITEM NUl\ffiER ~~ OF THE INFORiJATION QUESTIONNAIRE. 
/ 
YOUR INTEREST AND COOPERATION ARE APPRECIATED 
STATEMENT 
THAYER A~ADE~.r; EV.'\LUA'f2:0t'•l' ST..!DY 
-.-.-. -.__.._. .. ~~.,_..,..-... -. - ...... __ ... ------ _,-
The MC:J.nagem~mt De"relopment P:i:·ogram 
~URVEY OF s-u..WVISORY !iEEQ[lN HUi1IAN'R'.Ef~IoNS 'I'RAINJ:~ 
To evaluate the effectiveness of a training program, it is necessary 
to know what the needs ar~·prior to·the training sessions; 
Th~ needs are· Qetter understood, if the supervisor or foreman,.his 
superior, and his peers indicate what they are. · 
I 
Aftar the training, it is again necessary to know whether or not 
changes have taken place ~ these needs, and if so, to what extent. 
Analyses of differences in responses before and after the training 
and co~al:'is0n of the data between the trainee and non-trainee groups 
will provide evaluative statistical information. 
THE PURPOSE OF THE 3URVEY FORM 
...._._ ··-·-s..,....__., Iii--
ANONYMIT! 
This survey form is employed to obtain responses indicating thet kind 
and amount of supervisory training needed in the area of !l~ 
r~&:h!?.~e 
Your fra.'1k responses will give real meaning to this aspect of the 
study. 
• THIS STUDY IS AN EVALUATION OF A TRAINING PRCGRAM Al\TD NOT OF ANY 
INDIVIDUAL,.. YOUR RESPONSES ~~ILL BE KNOWN ONLY TO THE INVESTIGATOR 
WHO IS ES~ENTj:ALLY Il~TERESTED IN GROUP INFC>P..i1[ATION. 
DIRECT:.:ONS .......,.. _____ ,_ 
This ie not. a tP-st., There is no time limit. Please read each item 
car"e~ull:V:-and "i:Z~cord a resp0nse to ea.ch. 
' I 
YOUR INTER&3T AND COOPERATION ARE APPRECIATED 
-- - --..... -;.;,;;.,_.;;..;;,.;;..~~;;;;;;..;.=.;;;.;;.;.....;;;;;;,;.;;;;.....;.;;.;...;;..;;.;;;;===-
'·; 
., 
/ 
-- ..,. _____ ------------- ------ ... -·-·-·-·-----............. .:. A SUltiJ""EY OF SUFEE.VI .. 1(1:1.Y NEK');J :L'f Hd·l.li.J.\T F..i<;LA'i'::~mJC 'lTIAINHJC:· 
------.~..,_.,.- ·---·--··--~_.._. .. __ _,.._._.. ......... ~. ·-- .-...... --· ·--·- --·--,---·-· 
DIRECTIONS: Carefully i.."ead the j,1·.e:n;) oil. theso t.wo pQges., 
each.. l.f you are ~~_rtf-1.:1:"?:.:- .· che.0k the (?) • 
the items. · 
Check one response for 
Fl'3aSG reply to ~~ of 
\ ~ot Very Very. 
I NEED TO IMPROVE MY ABILITY TO: &_P]d; ~..it~ §E!n.~~ M!!.,cJ! ~ch ? 
-
INSTRUCT ViOF.RERS 
- - - - - - - - - -·- - - -
1. G:tve criticism. to workers. 
2. Obtain group cooparation. 
3. ~n new em.ployecso 
4. Instruct in new methods. 
5. Correct mistakes of workers. 
6. Encourage new i.deas among workers .. 
7. Give praise for. good ·work. 
a. Recognize improvement in performance. 
9. Encourage sel!.-reliance. 
~0 ... Discuss job problems with workers .. 
Ll.. Listen to coliJPla;i.nts. 
L2. Others ___________ ,_ 
L3 .. -----------------
~-----------------------------~ 
L6. Exercise self-control. 
L7. ~ake criticism. from associates. 
~8 <> F.xpress .myself clearly. 
L9·· '2r':lr...t workers fairly. 
!0. Be pleasant when difficulties occur. 
:t • :!1e open-.m..i.nded when hearing grievances. 
~2 .. De tactful when· giving orders. 
!. 
V.L •. 
__.,.. 
-
-
-. 
-
s 
--
-
V.M.. 1 
£. 
v .. r.r.. 1 
-
-
-' 
~4 .. Be adaptable when changes are made. 
~5. Be interested in problems of workers. 
:6. others 
----~-------------------------
:{. 
~8. --------------------------
10. .E-~::pl.:tin company policies to workers • 
11. Adm:! ... n.:i .. ster pol.l.cies wlthout favors. 
12. Obtain policy reactions from ~~rkers. 
13. Clarify policy mis:mderstandings. 
~. Interpret policy rea~tions to the boss. 
15. others 
--------------------
16. -----------------
;7. 
-------------------
:8. __ _...;, ________________ _,_ ______ _ 
~9. Maintain, ~u rk sc~edules efficiently. 
D. Reduce worker carelessness. 
1., Improve quality of work .. 
2. Promote more interest in work. 
•3· Evaluate workers for promotion. 
,4. Reduce the amount of waste. 
~5. Increase safety factors on the job. 
~6. Schedule operational assignments. 
,.? .• Assign material efficiently. 
/3 ~ '!l.educe work monotony., 
.. 9 ,. J":hers" _______ .;__ _____________ _ 
;o_ 
:1 
•• -f't. 
...... \ ....-J 
N0t Very Very 
At AU. L:i.ttle So.:newhat Much Much ? 
-·N- -v-.L.~ ~-:·-s--· "'1f- V:H: -? 
..... ··- - --- ____ ......... 
-
-· 
-
i l, 
Exhibit VII 
THAYER ACADEMY EVALUATION STUDY 
Aanagement Development Program 
PROGRAM 1 
Name .......................................................................................................................................... . 
Company ........................................................................................................ . 
D11 RECTIONS.: 
CIRCLE THE NUMBER WHICH APP'LIES 
1. TRAINEE 
2. NON-TRAINEE 
1. I AM RATING MYSELF 
2. THE RATING IS BY A SIUPERIOR 
3. THE RATING IS BY A PEER 
1. THIS IS THE FIRST RATING 
2. THIS IS THE SECOND RATING 
3. THIS IS THE THIRD RATING 
A Survey of Supervisory Needs 
In Human Relations Training 
A Survey of Supervisory Needs 
In Human Relations Training 
D.IRECTIONS: 
Carefully Read The Items on Pages One and Two 
Circle One Response For Each 
Please Reply To All I terns 
EXAMPLE: A. HE NEEDS TO IMPROVE HIS ABIIJTY TO: 
B. I NEED TO IMPROVE MY ABILITY TO: 
1. Instruct workers ............................................. . 
A. HE NEEDS TO IMPROVE HIS ABILITY TO: 
B. I NEED TO IMPROVE MY ABILITY TO: 
Not 
At All 
0 
Not 
At All 
1. Give criticism to workers . ... ... ...... ......................... 0 
2. Obtain group co-operation ..................................... . 0 
3. Train riew employees ........................................... . 0 
_ 4. Instruct in new methods ......................................... . 0 
5. Correct mistakes of workers ................................. . 0 
6. Encourage new ideas among workers .............. . 0 
7. Give praise for good work .................................... .. 0 
8. Recognize improvement in performance ......... . 0 
9. Encourage self-relianoe .. ....................................... 0 
10. Discuss job problems with workers .............. ..... 0 
11. Listen to complaints ............................................... . 0 
12. Discipline workers .................................................. . 0 
13. Use own judgment ................................................. . 0 
· 14. Gain respect of workers ......................................... . 0 
15. Exercise self-control ............................................... . 0 
Very 
Little 
1 
Very 
· Little 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
Somewhat 
2 
Somewhat 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
Much 
( 3) 
. ' Much ~ 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
16. Take criticism from associates ............................. . 0 1 2 3 4 
17. Be clear in expression ............................................. . 0 1 2 3 4 
18. Treat workers fairly ............................................ . 0 2 3 4 
19. Be pleasant when difficulties occur .................... . 0 1 2 3 4 
20. Be qpen-minded when hearing grievances ....... . 0 1 2 3 4 
21. Be tactful when giving orders ............................ . 0 1 2 3 4 
~2. Make impartial decisions ............. ~ ..................... . 0 l 2 3 4 
~3. Be adaptable when changes are made ......... . 0 l 2 3 4 
24. Be interested in problems of workers .............. .. 0 l 2 3 4 
~5· Explain company policies to workers 0 1 2 3 4 
26. Administer policies without favors Oooo oooooo.oo Ooo .o.oo 0 0 1 2 3 4 
~7 Ob . 1. rea.ct ions k • . tam po ICY ~±rom war ers .......... o .... 0 1 2 3 4 
28. Clarify policy misunderstandings .................... 0 0 l 2 3 4 
29. Understand company policies ............................. .. 0 1 2 3 4 
30. Improve efficiency of department ....................... 0 0 1 2 3 4 
H. Reduce worker carelessness ............................. .. 0 1 2 3 4 
l2. Improve quality of work ............. 00 .... 00 00 00 00 .. 00 00 0 .. .. 0 1 2 3 4 
l3. Promote more interest in work 000000 oOOOOO 000 .............. .. 0 1 2 3 4 
l4. Evaluate workers for promotion ......... 00 ..... 00 ..... 0 .. 0 0 l 2 3 4 
l5. Reduce amount of waste 00 00 .. 00 ............ 00 .............. 0 0 ·2 3 4 
l6. Incooase safety factors on the job ....................... . 0 1 2 3 4 
l7. Schedule operational assignments .................... .. 0 1 2 3 4 
!8 Assign material efficiently ................... o ................ .. 0 1 2 3 4 
19. Reduce work monotony .......... 00 ............................ .. 0 1 2 3 4 
lO. Increase production .......... o ..................... 0 ............. .. 0 l 2 3 4 
